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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 1987
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PR #1
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE 01 REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWOF.TH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D.,TENN.) CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES A HEARING AT WHICH INVITED WITNESSES WILL TESTIFY ON

WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.). Chairman, Subcommittee
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, announced today that
the Subcommittee will conduct a hearing on welfare reform. The
hearing will be held on Wednesday, January 28, 1987. It will begin at
1:00 p.m. in rocs B-316 of the Rayburn House Office Building.

The Subcommittee will hear testimony at this hearing only
from invited witnesses. The invited witnesses include: Sen. Daniel P.
Moynihan; Jack A. Meyer, author of "Ladders Out of Poverty," a report
of the Project on the Welfare of Families; the American Public Welfare
Association; and representatives of the Food Research and Action
Center and Wider Opportunities for Women who will discuss the
"Principles of Welfare Reform" statement which has been endorsed by
over 100 organizations. The cpportunity for other individuals to
testify will be provided at future hearings.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS FOR THE RECORD OF THE HEARING

Persons wishing to submit a written statement for the printed
record of the hearing should submit at least six (6) copies of their
statements by the close of business, Friday, February 6, 1987, tJ
Joseph K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S.
House of Representatives, 1100 Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20515. If those filing written statements for the
record of the printed hearing wish to have their statements
distributed to the press and interested public, they may deliver 75
additional copies for this purpose to 8-317 Rayburn House Office
Building on the da_e of the hearing.

SEE ENCLOSED FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS
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PR #2
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
ANL /NEM.-OYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 J'NGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D., TENN.), CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.J. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES A HEARING AT WHICH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WILL TESTIFY ON

WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman, Subcommittee
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee
on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, announced today
that the Subcommittee will conduct a second hearing on welfare
reform. (See also PR 01, dated January 23, 1987.) The hearing w:11
be held on Thursday, February 19, 1987, beginning at 10:00 a.m., in
room B-318 of the Rayburn House Office eeilding.

The Subcommittee will hear testimony at this hearing only from
Members of Congress. In announcisg the hearing, Chairman Ford said,
'I believe it is inortant that we take time now to talk with our
co'leagues about their welfare reform ideas. Since welfare reform
can mean many different things to people, we need to be certain that
all the various ideas are on the table before legislation is
actually considered.' The opportunity for other individuals to
testify will be providd at future hearings.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF R'QUESTS TO BE HEARD:

It is requested that Members of Congress interested in pre-
senting oral testimony before the Subcommittee submit their requests
to be heard by telephone to Harriett Lawler 1(202) 225-26271 no
later than noon, Tuesday, February 17, 1987. The Subcommittee staff
will notify Members by telephoneof their scheduled appearance as
soon as possible after the filing deadline. Any questions
concerning the schedule should be directed to the Subcommittee
1(2021 225-1025).

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited
amount of time available to question witnesses, witnesses scheduled
to appear before the Subcommittee are required to submit 75 copies
of their prepared statements to the Subcommittee office, room B -317
Rayburn House Office Building, at least 24 hours in advance of their
scheduled appearances.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE:

Members of Congress wishing to submit a written statement for
th, printed record of the hearing should submit at least six (6)
copies of their statement by the close of business, Friday,
February 27, 1987, to Joseph K. Doyley, Chief Counsel, Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, B-317 Rayburn House
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. If those filing written
statements for the record of the printed hearing wish to have their
statements distributed to the press and Interested public, tl,ey may
deliver 75 additional copies for this purpose to the Supcommittee
office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building on the date of the
hearing.

SEE ENCLOSED FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PR 43
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1987 SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS'
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE* BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D., TENN.), CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U b. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

ANNOUNCES ADDITIONAL HEARINGS ON WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman Subcommittee
, Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the
-nmmittee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
announced today that the Subcommittee will conduct additional
hearings on welfare reform. The Subcommittee hearings will be
held according to the following schedule:

Date Time

Wednesday, March 4 10:00 a.m.
Friday, March e 10:00 a.:,.
Tuesday, March 10 9:30 a.m.
Wednesday, Marsh 11 9:30 a.m.
F iday, March 13 10:00 a.m.

Room

1100 Longworth
8-318 Raybu. -n
8-318 Rayburn
8-318 Rayburn
8-31? Rayburn

0r1 march 4, Administration witnesses will present testimony; on
the other dates the Subcommittee will hear from public witnesses.

In announcing the hearings, Chairman Ford said, "I am
pleased that Administration witnesses will appear before the
subcommittee so soon after Secretary Bowen's appearance before
the full Committee on February 25th. It will give us the
opoportunity to discuss the President's welfare demonstration
projects, the Greater Opportunities through Work (GROW) proposal
and the Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) youth
initiati e proposed by the Department of Labor in greater detail.
I am alt.., anxious to hear from public witnesses about their
welfare reform ideas."

Public witnesses are encouraged to address the broad subject
of welfare reform as dell as comment on the Administration's
proposals. In addition, several specific issue areas are of
particular concern to the Subcommittee. W'tnesses are encouraged
to comment on the need for legislation that would:

O extend AFDC to two-parent families in which the principal
earner is uoemployed;

o enhance work opportunities for welfare recipients and
target assistance to those who will have the most
difficulty finding work;

O require or encourage parents with young children to work;
o provide basic and remedial education to welfare families:
o give States flex.bility in the design of work, education

and training programs;
o use a case management approach to the delivery of

services;
o revise and simplify the earnea income disregards to

encourage work;
o provide supportive services, particularly day care and

health care, to welfare families who are in training or
school and to working families as tbey leave welfare;

o require or encourage minor parent families to live under
adult supervision,

o coordinate AFDC and food stamp policies; and
o improve the adequacy of welfare benefits to assure

families an income sufficient to avoid homelessness.

11
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DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD:

Requests to be heard must be made by telephone to
Harriett Lawler 1(202)225-3627)) no later than noon, Tuesday,
March 3, 1987, to be followed by a formal written request to
Joseph K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. The Subcommittee will notify
by telephone those scheduled to appear as soon as possible after
the filing deadline. Any questions concerning a scheduled
appearance should be directed to the Subcommittee 1(202)
225-1(25)1.

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, the
Subcommittee may not be able to accommodate all requests tc be
heard. Those persons and organizations not scheduled for an oral
appearance are encouraged to submit written statements for the
record of the hearings. All persons requesting to be heard,
whether they are scheduled for oral testimony or not, will be
notified as soon as possible after the filing deadline.

Witnesses scheduled to present oral testimony are requested
to briefly summarize their written statements. The full
statement will be included in the printed record.

In order to assure the most proauctive use of the limited
amount of time to question witnesses, witnesses scheduled to
appear before the Subcommittee are required to submit 75 copies
of their prepared statement to the Subcommittee office, room
8 -317 Rayburn House Office Building, at least 24 hours in advance
of their scheduled appearance. Failure to do so may result in
the witness being denied the opportunity to testify in person.

WRITTEN STATEMENT IN LIEU OF PERSONAL AP?EARANCE:

For those who wish to file a written statement for the
printed record of the hearings, six copies are required and must
be submitted by the close of business on Friday, March 20, 1987,
to Josephy K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. An additional supply of
statements for the printed record may be furnished for
distribution to the pLalic and press if supplied to the
Subcommittee office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building,
during the course of the public hearings.

SEE ENCLOSED FORMATTING REOUIRFMENTS.
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Chairman FORD. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on Ways and
Means will come to ord-'r.

We are delighted to open the subcommittee hearing today and to
welcome a new member of this committee, Mr. Tom Downey of
New York, and a senior member of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. We are delighted that you have join& us, Mr. Downey, on the
Public Assistance Subcommittee. We know that there is a big task
an? job ahead of us in the 100th Congress. Hopefully we can

much of this in the first session of the 100th Congress.
delighted and very honored to have you as a new member

of this subcommittee.
Mr. DOWNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me say that I was a

member of the subcommittee before I was sentenced to the Budget
Committee. That sentence being coapleted, I am delighted to be
back, and hopefully will be of some help to you and use to the com-
mittee in moving on with this issue of welfare reform. I have an
interest in this matter, as you are aware, and hope to push some of
t hose ideas on my colleagues and friends.

Chairman FORD. We also have back with us sne of the senior
members of this committee, Mr. Pease of Ohio.

Welcome back. Delighted to have you, and hopefully we are all
ready to get back to work.

I would like to yield to you at this tine.
Mr. PEASE. Well, Mr. Chairman, it is good to be back in a new

session of Congress. As you know, I chose this subcommittee when
I first came on the Ways and Means Committee. I have enjoyed the
service.

T think we face a very big challenge this year, in sorting out the
recommendations of the President on welfare reform and making
sure that it really is reform. We must be careful that we don't
impose on the States and local governments a lot of financial re-
sponsibility which they are ill-prepared to meet.

Chairman FORD. Thank you. Also another member, not a new
member of this committee at all, one who has been a very able
person on this committee, Mrs. Kennelly of Cohnect;cut.

Mrs. ligrommy. Thank you, Chairman Ford. And thank you for
calling this hearing so speedily so that we can begin on something
that we all want very much to become involved in.

I am pleased, obviously, to be back on the subcommittee, because
I think you will head us in the Public Assistance Subcommittee to
do something that so many of us-1 see that our brothers on the
other side aren't herebut Republican and Democrat, conservative
and liberal, all agree on, is that we caa do welfare reform, that we
have many good intentions, that many of us have wanted to do
this, but this is the year that we think we can do it

I think the system has tried to do a good job, but at the moment
it is failing children, one out of every five living in poverty. At the
moment it is failing women. It doesn't even address many of the
needs of women, women who have children, women who want to
take care of those children, women who want to take themselves
out of the lives they are being forced to lead and want to improve
themselves and their families.

13 H
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I am very committed on the work we are about to begin. I thank
you very much for leading us.

Chairman Foar. Thank you.
Mr. Brown, the ranking minority member on the committee, in

the organizational session yesterday pledged his cooperation with
the subcommittee in trying to move quickly into a markup session
on welfare reform.

We also note that the Subcommittee on He: 1th is meeting today,
and it might be that some of the minority members are not here
because of a conflict with another subcommittee.

The Chair would just like to make a brief statement before we
call on the first panel to testify before the subcommittee today.

Last night, in his State of the Union Message, President Reagan
committed himself to reforming the "outmoded social dinosaur"
called welfare, by proposing a series of local demonstrations. This
announcement was a product of a year-long study of the welfare
system by the President's domestic policy staff. I had hoped that
the President's plan would include more than just community-
based demonstrations, however, because much more needs to be
done to fix our welfare system.

Many demonstration programs have already been implemented.
In the State of Massachusetts, the ET Program has shown us that
work progr for welfare recipients can make a difference. The
State of kansas has already embarked upon an education initia-
tive. Illinois and others have tested teenage pregnancy programs
and know what works. California is about to begin a work, educa-
tion, and training program for AFDC recipients. There are many
other States that have already implemented acme type of a demon-
stration program that we have had an opportuvfity to look at.

There are other key issues that we hope that the administration
will come to this subcommittee or the full Committee on Ways and
Means and talk about so that we have their input on what they
would like to have in the bill that might be drafted and supported
by members of this subcommittee, as well as other Members in the
Conmess.

Clearly, welfare reform has been elevated to the national agenda.
The President talked about it last night. He talked about it in his
State of the Union Message 12 months ago.

There has been a lot of talk throughout this Congress. Th e was
a lot of talk in the last Congress. I am proud to know that my col-
league and the ranking majority member of this committee has
also fashioned a welfare reform package, or will be fashioning a
welfare reform package in this session of the Congress. It will be
our task, in the 100th Congress, to turn today's rhetoric into legis-
lation that can make a difference for the poor in this country and
the AFDC population of this Nation.

Welfare reform can mean many things. To the President it
means national demonstration projects. To others it means expand-
ed health care coverage for the poor, especially working families. It
can also mean added resources for WIC and other nutrition pro-
grams It can mean a renewed commitment to our schools, a resto-
ration of academic t.-cellence and an intensive effort to provide a
quality education to our Nation's poorest children and adults.
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It can mean taking steps to solve this country's growing home-
less problem, not through short-term bandaids like temporary shel-
ters, but by developing a sensible national housing policy that
makes decent housing affordable for poor families.

Finallyand most importantlyit can mean making long over-
due improvements in our Nation's basic cash welfare system, aid to
families with dependent children.

While welfare reform can mean all of these things, it really boils
down to one simple goal: creating opportunity. Making it possible
for a mother on welfare to complete high school. Rewarding wel-
fare recipients who work. Helping children stay in school. Training
the unskilled for decent jobs in the marketplace. Helping our most
disadvantaged citizens to participate fully in American society by
leveling the playing field for the poor of this Nation. Creating op-
portunity is what welfare reform should be all about.

It is the intent of this subcommittee to hear from witnesses this
week, and hopefully within the next 3 or 4 weeks, and at that time
maybe we can move into a markup session for a welfare reform
package.

We will hear from witnesses today. After the legislation has been
introduced we will bring those bills before this committee and also
hear from witnesses, and then move into the final markup session
of a welfare reform package.

[The prepared opening statement follows:)

15

4 .



9

Opening Statement of
Thb Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman

Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means

At the Subcommittee's First Hearing on
Welfare Reform

The Sub-7ummii-tee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation will Lome to order.

Last night, in his State of the Union message, President
Reagan committed himself to reforming the "outmoded social
dinosaur" called welfare by proposing a series of local
demonstrations. This announcement was the product of a year-long
study of the welfare system by the President's domestic policy
staff. I had hoped that the President's plan would include more
than just community-based demonstrations, however, because much
more needs to be done to fix our welfare system.

Clearly, welfare reform has been elevated to the national
agenda. It will be our task, in the 100th Congress, to turn
today's rhetoric into legislation that can make a difference for
America's poor families. We must begin by defining our terms.

Welfare reform can mean many things. To the President it
means national demonstration projects. To others it means
expanded health care coverage for the poor, especially working
families. It can also mean added resources for WIC and other
nutrition programs. It can mean a renewed commitment to our
schools, a restoration of academic excellence and an intensive
effort to provide a quality education to our nation's poorest
children and adults. It can mean taking steps to solve this
country's growing homeless problem, not through short term
bandaids like temporary shelters but by developing a sensible
national housing policy that makes decent housing affordable for
poor families. Finally -- and most importantly -- it can mean
making long overdue improvements in our nation's basic cash
welfare system, Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

While welfare reform can mean all of these things, it really
boils down to one simple goal: creating opportunity. Making it
possible for a mother on welfare to complete high school.
Rewarding . :care recipients who work. Helping children stay
in school. .raining the unskilled for jobs. Helping our most
disadvantaged citizens to oarticipate fully in American society
by leveling the playing field. Creating opportunity is what
welfare reform should be all about.

Over the next several months, the welfare reform debate will
intesify. We will be cons.imed with discussions of "strategy."
We will determine what is politically feasible and what we can
afford. We will worry about "packaging" welfare reform proposals
and the timing for action. Today, we forget strategy ano what is
"doable" and instead focus on the substance of what we want Lo
do, who we want to help and why. We must be clear about these
things in order to make real progress with welfare reform.

Our witnesses today are especially suited to this task.
They include the seasoned veteran of welfare reform debates, the
Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan of New York, and a panel of
witnesses representing organizations and individuals who have
come forward with welfare reform plans of their own. Over the
next several months, we will hold more hearings, we will review
many legislative proposals and -- I hope -- we will prepare to
make the investment that is needed to break the cycle of poverty
for America's poor families by creating opportunity.
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Today the Chair would like to call the first panel of witnesses.
We have the commissioner of the Connecticut Department of
Income Maintenance and chair of the American Public Welfare As-
sociation's welfare reform project, Stephen B. Heintz. Along with
Mr. Heintz is Jack A. Meyer, director, the Project on the Welfare
of Families; Robert J. Fersh, executive director, Food Research and
Action Center; and Cindy Marano, executive director, Wider Oppor-
tunities for Women.

Commissioner, we will recognize you as the first witness. We are
delighted to have you.

I will be happy to yield to Mrs. Kennelly if she would like to in-
troduce one of her constituents before the subcommittee.

Mrs. linnaux. I certainly thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is great pleasure for me to welcome all of the panelists, but to

also welcome my commissioner from Connecticut, Stephen Heintz,
who not only does an excellent job in our State, but is now heading
the commissioners from all over the country. And, as a matter of
fact, has just completed one of the best studies on welfare reform
and given us goals, information, and opportunities to look toward.

I welcome you here today. I also know of the long road that we
have in front of us. It is not going to be easy. We are all not going
to get what we want, but I hope you will stick with us and stay
with us and fight to see that this is done in the 100th Congress.

Stephen, thank you.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN B. HEINTZ, COMMISSIONER, CONNECTI-
CUT DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE, AND CHAIR-
MAN, MATTER OF COMMITMENT STEERING COMMITTEE, AMER-
ICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

Mr. HEnfrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman, and other members of the committee.

Good afternoon. It is a pleasure for me to be here today on behalf
of my colleagues from across the country who have spent much of
the last year in reexamining and redesigning the social welfare
system.

It is especially an honor to testify before Representative Kennel-
ly from my home State of Connecticut, who has offered such lead-
ership in our State on the issues that are of concern to Americans
of all political persuasions, of all philosophies, who care about chil-
dren, who are about women, and who look to a better future, a
future with less poverty and less suffering.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your continued leader-
ship on this issue, and for holding these hearings so early in this
sessior of Congress, so that all of us might work together long and
hard during this session to fashion a true welfare reform that we
can all be proud of, and that we will have confidence in and that
can work to help lift families out of poverty.

With regard to the issue of welfare reform let me be clear from
the outset: State sponsored, community based demonstration
projects, as proposed by the President last night, simply will not be
enough, nor will any other piecemeal approach. My colleagues and
I believe that we must go far beyond mere tinkering with the exist-
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ing system, and instead redesign fundamentally the way we re-
spond to poverty in this country. A few statistics make this paint.

As Representative Kennelly noted, one child in four is born into
poverty m this country today. One child in five lives out his or her
entire youth in poverty.

Among blacks and Hispanics, the numbers are even more stark.
One out of two black children is poor. Two of five Hispanic chil-
dren are poor.

As public humih services administrators, we have the responsi-
bility within our States to care for those who are vulnerable. Be-
cause of our experience, we can be both legitimate advocates for
the clients we serve and vigorous critics of the very system we ad-
minister.

We know that something clearly is not working. The available
array of services is not adequate to the needs. The system is failing
American families.

Responding to the statistics and the growing concern, the State
human service administrators adopted a policy statement in 1985
calling for a renewed public commitment to poor children, and
their families. We organized a steering committee of State human
service administrators to come together and examine this issue
with the goal of presenting to the Congress, to our Governors, a
major welfare reform proposal.

The group of commissioners is itself diverse, both politically and
geographically. We are liberals and conservatives as commission-
ers. We serve Republican and Democratic Governors. We come
from large and small States with urban and rural populations, but
our goal we share, and it is very straightforward: to reduce the
number of children living in poverty by strengthening their fami-
lies and promoting self-sufficiency.

Before I outline our recommendations which are in a report that
I believe you have, which is entitled "One Child in Four.' I would
like to tell you about the conclusions on which those recommenda-
tions are based.

First, we believe that individuals bear the primary responsibility
for their own well-being and that of their families. In our view,
self-sufficiency means for an adult a good job with a future, and for
a child a nurturing family and success in school.

We value families as the basic building block of our society, but
we also recognize that policies and programs must recognize the
changing face of the American family, especially the increasing
numbers of single-parent families headed by women.

We propose major reforms then in income security, education
and employment programs, and the key components of our family
investment program are as follows:

First, a client- agency contract requiring actions by clients on the
one hand, and services from agencies on the other, encompassing
education, employment, and strengthened family life.

Second, a comprehensive welfare to jobs program in each State
to provide the services necessary for families to move from welfare
to self-sufficiency.

Third, a new, nationally mandated, State-specific "family living
standard" using the actual living costs as the basis for cash assist-
ance to eligible fr milies. The KS would replace benefits to families
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under AFDC, food stamps, and the low-income energy assistance

P Fourth, aggressive enforcement of child support, including pater-
nity determination.

Fifth, increased availability of affordable quality child care.
Last, case management in our human services agencies to help

families assess their total needs and resources, to implement and
monitor the client-agency contract, and to coordinate access for
needed services for multiple agencies. In our view, the test of wel-
fare policies must be their impact on families.

We firmly believe that parental support of children is the first
line of defense against public dependency. Determining paternity
and enforcing child support are mutual responsibilities of clients
and agencies, responsibilities that must be accepted, and their en-
forcement rigorously pursued.

In our family development pp , the primacy of parental re-
sponsibility is supported by the contract between the agency and
the client. It is also reflected in our belief that establishing work
patterns will immediately help families and children understand
the importance of work in achieving independence from welfare.

Our approach commits both agencies and clients to real plans for
independence. The client-agency contract is designed to turn

- mutual good intentions into mutual obligations and expectations,
but the obligations and requirements of the contract must not be
used in coercive ways nor should they presume in some patronizing
fashion that our fellow citizens are unwilling or unable to assume
their larger role in society.

The core of the contract we propose will be the employability or
financial assistance plan. It commits clients to a range of self-help
activities and it commits State and local agencies to support activi-
ties by providing necessary services and assistance. By establishing
goals, time frames, and benchmarks, the contract translates the
mutual expectations into concrete, simple, understandable terms.
The contract in effect will be a discharge plan aimed at eventual
self-sufficiency and independence from welfare.

Case management, which we propose for all public human serv-
ices agencies, means brokering and coordinating the social, health,
education, and employment services n to promote self-suffi-
ciency and strengthenen families. The process with an assess-
ment of the family's needs and resources.

Could one or both parents benefit from parent education courses?
Is there a serious problem involving drugs or alcohol, calling for
specific treatment? Is the family's health care adequate? What of
housing needs?

All of the needs that relate to both self-sufficiency and strong
families would be taken into account.

Welfare reform in recent years seems to have become a euphe-
mism for new welfare-to-work programs or old workfare programs,
but reform of the welfare system must be exactly that: a compre-
hensive and concurrent reformulation of cash assistance, educa-
tion, health care and employment-related policies.

The APWA proposals provide such a sweeping revision. We have
taken at their word all of the proponents of welfare reform, the
President, the Congress, Governors, advocates, and clients.
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Our proposal goes beyond the question of whether to include the
unemployed parent in public assistance, and whether the inconsist-
encies in benefits from State to State should be eliminated. It
should go without saying that the entire family in need should be
assisted so that it may ultimately be self-sufficient, and, of course,
the cash assistance provided should be based on economic need and
resources.

We believe that our social policy must ultimately be built on a
comprehensive social insurance model. Young parents in poverty
who have never had the advantage of gainful employment face just
as many costs on behalf of their children as do laid -off auto work-
ers or farmers displaced by economic factors beyond their control.
Children in need are children in need.

Among the necessary transition stages as we move toward a
social insurance policy is the establishment of a family living
standard reflecting basic living costs which vary from one geo-
paphical area to another. It is not unrealistic to expect that fami-
lies can effectively seek self-sufficiency, nurture and support their
children's development, and be active members of their communi-
ties if their economic survival is always in doubt. Establishing a
family living standard will assure a stable economic foundation
from which the move ;a self-sufficiency can occur.

The family living standard would include the basic necessities
such as housing and furnishings, food, clothing, transportation,
utilities and other maintenance costs. We propose establishing
State-specific family living standards to reflect actual costs of
living in each State, but following a uniform Federal methodology.

Families with children would receive cash asestance in the form
of an FLS supplement based on the difference between the stand-
ard and the family's income, including wages, child support, and
other stipends.

We believe our proposal can significantly reduce dependency.
First, comprehensive welfare-to-jobs would provide the
education and training necessary to ac 'eve self-sufficiency.

Our proposals for welfare-to-jobs rograms are based on our ex-
periences, on what succeeds and what fails, especially the success-
ful WIN demonstration projects that have occurred in a number of
our States, including Connecticut.

In terms of client obligations we recommend that employment or
education toward employment be required of all parents with chil-
dren age 3 or older, and a more limited program of education, em-
ployment, or some other activity designed to promote self-sufficien-
cy or strengthen the family of younger children. Children do not
benefit in the long run from having a single parent at home full
time, if they do not also learn about self-sufficiency and the options
available to them in the larger community.

Self-sufficiency through a comprehensive welfare-to-jobs pro-
gram, of course, presumes the availability of quality child care and
the other services necessary for economic independence.

Second, the family living standard coupled with the welfare-to-
jobs program provides real encouragement to work. Because we be-
lieve it should always be to a family's benefit to work rather than
not to work, the FLS would build in significant financial incentives
to work. Families would be allowed to exclude 25 percent of all
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earned income plus the earned income tax credit when FLS bene-
fits are calculated.

Third, stronger public schools for low-income children are critical
to real self-sufficiency. We believe that the educational reforms al-
ready proposed must be acted upon quickly, including programs to
prepare low-income children for school, to assure that they make
maximum academic progress, completing high school at a mini-
mum, and to ensure an effective transition from school to work.

Fourth, adequate health care coverage d the transition to
self-sufficiency makes that transition possiburingle. We are recommend-
ing that Medicaid continue to be available to recipients of family
living standard benefits, and we are now embarking through our
committee on a tho' ,ugh review of the entire issue of access to
health care for poor families and children.

As State administrators we are sometimes painfully aware of the
need to be fiscally responsible in managing these large programs,
and we are currently developing cost estimates for our proposed
Family Investment Rogram. How the is phased in and
how quickly, will to a very great extent rmine the costs in com-
parison with current expenditures. While additional State and Fed-
eral expenditures will be required up front, the program is de-
signed to reduce welfare dependency through employment, reduce
public human service expenditures, and create productive new
workers and taxpayers. The savings in terms of reduced costs and
increased State and Federal revenue will begin to defray the addi-
tional program costs in a very short timeperhaps as short as 3 to
5 years.

We are proposing a gradual phasing in of the family living stand-
ard over a 10-year period, with strong incentives to encourage
States to achieve a full FLS as quickly as possible. The phase-in
will take into account current State fiscal capacity as well as the
current Federal budget deficit.

We hope to work with members of this subcommittee and other
Members of Congress in completing the details of this program,
and while the cost element is important, welfare reform is not only
a question of what the costs are or where we get the money to pay
for it. Our country is neither so poor nor so politically paralyzed
that we cannot make the commitment to our children and their
families to help bring them out of poverty.

If we begin with a clear statement of what we wish to accomplish
through our public welfare effortsindeed of what kind of society
we hope to achieve, we can begin to work towards that national
policy. We are united in the belief that the family is the first line
of defense for stability and self-sufficiency. Government is the
second level.

The Federal Government must continue its role of resource allo-
cation, research and evaluation, and standard setting, but there is
another critical role for the National Government as well, and that
is to provide the kind of moral leadership necessary for an effective
redesign of our social welfare system.

We stress that our proposals represent an investment, an invest,
ment that over tune will return actual dollar benefits to govern-
ment treasuries.
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It is also a moral reinvestment in our historical belief in the
worth of the individual. We must reorder the welfare system not
only because it is the smart thing to do, but it is also the right
thing to do, and that message should come from our national pol-
icymakers.

Last night in his State of the Union Address, the President said
in another context, "Let it never be said of this generation of
Americana that we became so obsessed with failure that we refused
to take risks."

Real change always involves risks. True welfare reform will only
be possible if together we take those risks. We must overcome the
obstacles and objections raised by those more interested in ending
programs than in improving them. It will only be possible if we are
willing to transcend the parochial boundaries which define our po-
litical and our professional interests.

It will only be possible if we are willing to get expertise from all
segments of the public and private sectors.

Finally, it will only be possible if we are willing to invest today
in the stability and productivity of families, knowing that these in-
vestments, both fiscal and human, will return benefits to all of us
far exceeding their dollar costs.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Heintz follows1
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AND ITS PROJECT

'DNESTDE IN POOR MIMES Aft THEIR CHILDREN: A PATTER OF COPtilDENT'

INTRODUCTION

GOOD AFTERNOON. I AM STEPHEN HEINTZ. COMMISSIONER OF THE CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE
ASSOCIATION PROJECT. "A MATTER OF COMMITMENT." WE ARE PLEASED TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE SUBCOMMITTEE'S HEARINGS ON WELFARE rEFORM: AND WE THANK THE MEMBERS FOR
INVITING US TO JOIN THEM IN THIS IMPORTANT DEBATE. IN PARTICULAR. MR.
CHAIRMAN. WE WANT TO THANK YOU. REPRESENTATIVE MATSUI AND REPRESENTATIVE
KENNELLY FOR YOUR LEADERSHIP. INSPIRATION AND DOGGEO DETERMINATION TO MAKE
WELFARE REFORM HAPPEN. WE ALSO WISH TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE OUTSTANDING STAFF WORK
PROVIDED TO US ON BEHALF OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE BY FRANCIS CANAVAN AND DEBORAH
COLTON.

WITH REGARD TO THE ISSUE OF WELFARE REFORM. LET ME BE CLEAR FROM THE OUTSET.
"STATE-SPONSORED. COMMUNITY -BASED DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS" yak NOT BE ENOUGH.
NOR WILL ANY OTHER PIECE-MEAL APPROACH. MN COLLEAGUES AND I BELIEVE THAT WE
MUST GO FAR BEYOND MERE TINKERING WITH PRESENT PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS AND
REDESIGN FUNDAMENTALLY. THE WAY WE RESPOND TO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. A FEW
STATISTICS MAKE THIS POINT:

BASIC PRINCIPLES AND GOALS

TODAY ONE CHILD IN FOUR IS BORN INTO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. ONE CHILD IN
FIVE LIVES OUT HIS OR HER CHILDHOOD IN POVERTY. AMONG BLACKS AND HISPANICS
THE NUMBERS ARE EVEN MORE STARK: ONE OUT OF TWO BLACK CHILDREN IS POOR. TWO

OF FIVE HISPANIC CHILDREN ARE POOR. AS PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS.
WE HAVE RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN OUR STATES FOR THE HEALTH AND WELL-P-ING OF
THOSE WHO ARE VULNERABLE. WE OVERSEE THE DEVELOPMENT AND DELIVERY OF
SERVICES. MANY IN OUR GROUP HAVE LONG EXPERIENCE AND SPECIFIC EXPERTISE IN
THESE AREAS. BECAUSE OF OUR EXPERIENCE AND OUR LEADERSHIP RESPONSIBILITIES.
WE CAN BE BOTH LEGITIMATE ADVOCATES FOR THE CLIENTS WE SERVE AND RIGOROUS
CRITICS OF THE EXISTING SYSTEM WE ADMINISTER.

WE KNOW THAT SOMETHING CLEARLY IS NOT WORKING. THE AVAILABLE ARRAY OF
SERVICES IS NOT ADEQUATE TO A THE NEEOS. THE SYSTEM IS FAILING AMERICAN
FAMILIES.

RESPONDING TO THE NUMBERS AND WHAT THEY REPRESENT. AND TO OUR RESPONSIBILITIES
IN OUR STATES. THE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS ADOPTED A POLICY STATEMENT IN
1985 CALLING FOR A RENEWED PUBLIC COMMITMENT TO POOR CHILDREN AND THEIR
FAMILIES. A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS FORMED REPRESENTING APWA'S BOARD OF
DIRECTORS AND ITS COUNCILS OF STATE AND LOCAL WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS.
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THE STEERING COMMITTEE HELD ITS FIRST FORMAL SESSION ONE YEAR AGO. THE GROUP
IS ITSELF DIVERSE BOTH POLITICALLY AND GEOSAPHICALLY. WE ARE REPUBLICANS AND
DEMOCRATS; LIBERALS AND CONSERVATIVES. WE COME FROM LARGE STATES AND SMALL
STATES; WE SERVE URBAN AND RURAL POPULATIONS.

WE HAVE DEBATED AMONG OURSELVES THE APPROPRIATE GOALS FOR OUR WELFARE SYSTEM
AND THE POLICIES TO ATTAIN THOSE GOALS. WE HAVE MET WITH A NUMBER OF YOU
COLLEAGUES. WITH CONGRESSIONAL STAFF. WITH OFFICIALS IN THE ADMINISTRATION.
WITH OTHER STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS. PRIVATE NON-PROFIT
GROUPS. AND WITH SOCIAL SCIENTISTS WORKING ON THE WHOLE RANGE OF ISSUES WITHIN
THE SOCIAL WELFARE FIELD.

OUR GOAL IS STRAIGHTFORWARD: TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN LIVING IN
POVERTY BY STRENGTHENING THEIR FAMILIES AND PROMOTING SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

BEFORE I OUTLINE OUR RECOMMENDATIONS I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU ABOUT THE
CONCLUSIONS ON WHICH THEY ARE BASEC.

THERE IS A VITAL PUBLIC ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR SOCIETY'S WELFARE AND EACH
INDIVIDUAL HAS CERTAIN RESPONSIBILITIES TOWARD SOCIETY. WE BELIEVE THAT
INDIVIDUALS BEAR THE MBAR/ RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR OWN WELL-BEING AND THAT
OF THEIR FAMILIES. IN OUR VIEW. SELF-SUFFICIENCY MEANS FOR AN ADULT, A GOOD
JOB; AND FOR A CHILD. A NURTURING FAMILY AND SUCCESS IN SCHOOL. WE VALUE
FAMILIES AS THE BASIC BUILDING BLOCK OF OUR SOCIETY. BUT WE ALSO REALIZE THAT
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS MUST RECOGNIZE THE CHANGING FACE OF FAMILIES, ESPECIALLY
THE INCREASING NUMBER OF SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES HEADED BY WOMEN.

INVESTING IN STRONGER SELF-SUFFICIENT FAMILIES WILL BRING SIGNIFICANT RETURNS:
PRODUCTIVE WORKERS FOR A SHRINKING LABOR MARKET. DIMINISHING NEED FOR INCOME
MAINTENANCE AND SOCIAL SERVICES PROGRAMS. AND A HEALTHIER AND STRONGER
SOCIETY.

To PUT THE CONCEPT OF INVESTMENT AND MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITY INTO ACTION. WE
PROPOSE MAJOR REFORMS IN INCOME SECURITY. EDUCATION. AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.
THE KEY COMPONENTS DF OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROGRAM INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

0 A CLINT-AGENCY CONTRACT REQUIRING ACTIONS BY CLIENTS AND SERVICES FROM
AGENCIEZ ENCOMPASSSING EDUCATION. EMPLOYMENT AND STRENGTHENED FAMILY LIFE.
WORK OR EDUCATION TOWARD EMPLOYMENT IS REQUIRED DF PARENTS OF CHILDREN
OVER 3, WORK-RELATED OR OTHER PART-TIME OUT-OF-HOME ACTIVITY IS REQUIRED
OF OTHER PARENTS.

o A COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM IN EACH STATE TO PROVIDE THE
SERVICES NECESSARY FOR FAMILIES TO MOVE FROM WELFARE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY.
A STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SO
THAT JOBS ARE AVAILABLE FOR THOSE NOW DEPENDENT ON WELFARE.

0 A NEW NATIONALLY-MANDATED. STATE-SPECIFIC
"FAMILY LIVING STANDARD" USING

ACTUAL LIV NG COSTS AS THE BASIS FOR CASH ASSISTANCE TO ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES. THE mftS" WOULD PROVIDE A STABLE ECONOMIC BASE AS FAMILIES
MCVE TOWARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND WOULD REPLACE BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WITH
CHILDREN UNDER THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN. FOOD STAMP.
AND LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

0 AGGRESSIVE ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT INCLUDING PATERNITY
DETERMINATION. VIEWED BY COMMISSIONERS AS A RESPONSIBILITY OF BOTH
INDIVIDUALS AND HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES.

0 our 3ER PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILDREN INCLUDING BETTER
PREPARATION AND STANDARDS TO ASSURE ACADMEIC PROGRESS AND GRADUATION FROM
HIGH SCHOOL.

0 INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE. QUALITY CHILD CARE TO MEET
CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENTAL NEEDS AND SUPPORT FAMILIES WORKING TOWARD
SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

o CASE MANAGEMENT IN OUR HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES TO HELP FAMILIES ASSESS
TOTAL NEEDS AND RESOURCES. TO

PLEMENT AND MONITOR THE CONTRACT. AND
COORDINATE ACCESS TO NEEDED SERVICES FROM MULTIPLE AGENCIES.

2 or
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RECOGNIZING THAT OUR GOAL OF REDUCING POVERTY AMONG CHILDREN CANNOT BE REACHED
IF THE CURRENT INCIDENCE OF ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY IS ALLOWED TO PERSIST, OUR
REPORT ALSO CONTAINS PROPOSALS TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEM OF CHILDREN HAVING
CHILDREN. WE KNOW THIS ISSUE IS OF GREAT CONCERN TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE,
ESPECIALLY YOU, Mk. CHAIRMAN, AND WE WOULD WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT
THESE PROPOSALS TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANOTHER OCCASION.

CENTRALITY CF 1}E DRILY

THE FIRST OBLIGATION OF PUBLIC POLICY MUST BE TO REINFORCE--THROUGH BOTH WORDS
AND ACTIONS --THE CENTRALITY DF THE FAMILY AND THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IN AMERICAN SOCIETY. MT COLLEAGUES AND I WANT TO MAKE THE CASE
THAT PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CFRE OF CHILDREN MUST BE ENFORCED. WE DO
NOT BELIEVE THAT POVERTY SOMEHOW REMOVES THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF PARENTS
TOWARD THEIR CHILDREN.

WE FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT PARENTAL SUPPORT OF CHILDREN IS THE FIRST LINE OF
DEFENSE AGAINST PUBLIC DEPENDENCY. ALL CHILDREN HAVE THE RIGHT TD EXPECT
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM THEIR PARENTS AND PARENTS HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY, TO
PROVIDE THAT SUPPORT. DETERMINING PATERNITY AND ENFORCING CHILD SUPPORT ARE
MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF CLIENTS AND AGENCIES-RESPONSFILITIES THAT MUST BE
ACCEPTED AND THEIR ENFORCEMENT AGGRESSIVELY PURSUED.

IN OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROGRAM PROPOSAL, THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IS SUPPORTED BY THE "CONTRACT" BETWEEN AGENCY AND CLIENT. IT

IS ALSO REFLECTED IN OUR BELIEF THAT WHILE ESTABLISHING WORK PATTERNS IN A
HOUSEHOLD MAY NOT AUTOMATICALLY lEDUCE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOADS, IT WILL
IMMEDIATELY HELP PARENTS AND CHILDREN UNDERSTAND THE IMPORTANCE OF WORK IN
ACHIEVING INDEPENDENCE FROM WELFARE.

OUR APPROACH COMMITS BOTH AGENCIES AND CLIENTS TO REAL PLANS FOR INDEPENDENCE.
THE CLIENT-AGENCY CONTRACT IS DESIGNED TO TURN MUTUAL GOOD INTENTIONS INTO
MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS. AND OBLIGATIONS ARE JUST
THAT--OBLIGATIONS. THEY REPRESENT THE MUTUAL RESPECT AND GOODWILL OF CLIENT
AND AGENCY IN WORKING TOWARD THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE CLIENT AND, THEREBY, OF
SOCIETY. THE OBLIGATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS OF THE CONTRACT MUST NOT BE USED IN
COERCIVE WAYS: NOR SHOULD THEY PRESUME, IN SOME PATRONIZING FASHION, THAT OUR
FELLOW CITIZENS ARE INCAPABLE OR UNWILLING TO ASSUME THEIR ROLE IN THE LARGER
SOCIETY.

THE CORE OF THE CONTRACT WE PROPOSE WILL BE AN EMPLOYABILITY AND FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE PLAN, FROM WHICH FLOW THE SPECIFIC OBLIGATIONS OF BOTH CLIENT AND
AGENCY. THE CONTRACT COMMITS CLIENTS TO A RANGE OF SELF-HELP EFFORTS, AND IT
COMMITS STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES TO SUPPORT THOSE EFFORTS BY PROVIDING
NECESSARY SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE. BY ESTABLISHING GOALS, TIMELINES AND
BENCHMARKS, THE CONTRACT TRANSLATES MUTUAL EXPECTATIONS INTO CONCRETE TERMS.
THE CONTRACT WILL BE IN EFFECT A "DISCHARGE PLAN" AIMED AT EVENTUAL
SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND INDEPENDENCE FROM THE SYSTEM.

THE CLIENT'S OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE CONTRACT WILL INCLUDE MANDATORY WORK AND
EDUCATION/TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASED ON THE INDIVIDUAL'S NEEDS, ABILITIES, AND
GOALS. THE AGENCY WILL PROVIDE SERVICES NEEDED TO SUPPORT THE FAMILY IN
ACHIEVING SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THE CONTRACT WILL BE MONITORED REGULARLY THROUGH
THE PROCESS OF CASE MANAGEMENT.

"CASE MANAGEMENT" WHICH WE PROPOSE FOR ALL PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES MEANS
BROKERING AND COORDINATING THE SOCIAL, HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES NECESSARY TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND STRENGTHEN FAMILIES. THE
PROCESS BEGINS WITH AN ASSESSMENT OF THE FAMILY'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES IN FOUR
AREAS: (1) EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, (2) WORK EXPERIENCE AND (3) FAMILY
DEVELOPMENT--IN ORDER TO KNOW WHAT PROGRAM OR SERVICES THE FAMILY NEEDS--AND
(4) INCOME SECURITY TO DETERMINE THE NEED FOR CASH ASSISTANCE AND DEVELOP
BUDGET PLANS.

TIE TEED FCR CCIFIEHENSMIESS

WELFARE REFORM SEEMS TO HAVE BECOME A EUPHEMISM FOR NEW WELFARE-TO-WORK
PROGRAMS OR OLD WORKFARE PROGRAMS. REFORM OF THE WELFARE SYSTEM MUST BE
EXACTLY THAT--A COMPREHENSIVE REFORMULATION OF CASH ASSISTANCE, EDUCATION,
HEALTH CARE AND EMPLOYMENT-RELATED POLICIES THAT STRENGTHEN FAMILY LIFE AND
PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY.
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THE APWA PROPOSALS PROVIDE SUCH A SWEEPING "VISION. WE HAVE TAKEN AT THEIR
WORD ALL OF THE PROPONENTS OF WELFARE REFORM- -THE PRESIDENT. THE CONGRESS, THE
GOVERNORS, THE ADVOCATES, THE CLIENTS. OUR PROPOSAL GOES BEYOND THE QUESTION
OF WHETHER TO INCLUDE THE UNEMPLOYED PARENT IN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND WHETHER
THE INCONSISTENCIES IN BENEFITS FROM STATE TO STATE SHOULD BE ELIMINATED. IT
SHOULD GO WITHOUT SAYING THAT THE ENTIRE FAMILY IN NEED SHOULD BE tSSISTED SO
THAT IT MAY ULTIMATELY BE SELF-SUFFICIENT. AND, OF COURSE. THE CASH
ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO FAMILIES SHOULD BE BASED ON THEIR ECONOMIC NEED AND
RESOURCES.

WE BELIEVE THAT OUR SOCIAL POLICY MUST ULTIMATELY BE BUILT ON A COMPREHENSIVE
SOCIAL INSURANCE MODEL. THIS IS IN PART PRAGMATIC, IN PART PHILOSOPHICAL.
OUR PUBLIC PROGRAMS DIRECTED AT ECONOMICALLY ADVAKTAGED AS WELL AS
DISADVANTAGED INDIVIDUALS HAVE FARED WELL--MEANS- TESTED PROGRAMS HAVE NOT. WE
BELIEVE ASSISTANCE TO POOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SHOULD BE BASED ON ECONOMIC
NEED, NOT ON OTHER MORE ARBITRARY FACTORS. YOUNG PARENTS IN POVERTY WHO HAVE
NEVER HAD THE ADVANTAGE OF GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT FACE JUST AS MANY COSTS ON
BEHALF OF THEIR CHILDREN AS DO LAID-OFF AUTO WORKERS OR FARMERS DISPLACED BY
ECONOMIC FACTORS BEYOND THEIR CONTROL. CHILDREN IN NEED ARE CHILDREN IN NEED.

AMONG THE NECESSARY TRANSITION STAGES AS WE MOVE TOWARD A SOCIAL INSURANCE
POLICY IS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD REFLECTING BASIC
LIVING COSTS WHICH VARY FROM ONE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA TO ANOTHER.

IT IS NOT USEFUL TO PRETEND THAT FAMILIES CAN EFFECTIVELY SEEK
SELF-SUFFICIENCY, NURTURE AND SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENT. AND BE
ACTIVE MEMBERS OF THEIR COMMUNITIES IF THEIR ECONOMIC SURVIVAL IS ALWAYS IN
DOUBT. ESTABLISHING A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WIL' ASSURE A STABLE ECONOMIC
FOUNDATION FROM WHICH THE MOVE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY ON TAKE PLACE.

THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WOULD INCLUDE BASIC NECESSITIES SUCH AS HOUSING AND
FURNISHING, FOOD. CLOTHING. TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES AND OTHER MAINTENANCE
COSTS. WE PROPOSE ESTABLISHING STATE-SPECIFIC FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS TO
REFLECT ACTUAL LIVING COSTS IN EACH STATE. FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN WOULD
RECEIVE CASH ASSISTANCE IN THE FORM OF AN FLS SUPPLEMENT BASED ON THE
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE STANDARD AND THE FAMILY'S INCOME, INCLUDING WAGES,
CHILD SUPPORT AND OTHER STIPENDS.

ONCE A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD IS ESTABLISHED, BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WILL BEGIN
Tu REFLECT ACCURATELY FAMILY NEED.

FROM THE OUTSET THE CASE MANAGER. WHO IS TRAINED AND SKILLED IN ASSESSMENT,
ASSISTS THE FAMILY IN DETERMINING THE FAMILY'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES. THAT
INTAKE PROCESS WILL REVIEW THE PARENTS' EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT. WORK
EXPERIENCE, INCOME SECURITY, AND FAMILY'S DEVELOPMENT NEEDS. COULD ONE OR
BOTH PARENTS BENEFIT FROM PARENT EDUCATION COURSES? IS THERE A SERIOUS
PROBLEM INVOLVING DRUGS OR ALCOHOL CALLING FOR SPECIFIC TREATMENT? IS THE
FAMILY'S HEALTH CARE ADEQUATE? WHAT ARE THE HOUSING NEEDS? ALL OF THE
"NEEDS" THAT RELATE TO BOTH SELF-SUFFICIENCY OPTIONS AND THE STRENGTH AND
STABILITY OF THE FAMILY UNIT ARE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.

finneMEMEa
WE BELIEVE THE APWA PROPOSAL WOULD REDUCE DEPENDENCY IN FOUR WAYS:

(1) COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAMS WOULD PROVIDE THE EDUCATION AND
TRAINING NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

OUR PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAMS ARE BASED ON THE SUCCESSES STATES
HAVE HAD IN MOVING WELFARE RECIPIENTS INTO NONSUBSIDIZED JOBS THROUGH THE WORK
INCENTIVE (WIN) DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY. WE URGE THAT THE STATES HAVE
FLLXIBILITY IN CHOOSING THE APPROPRIATE MIX OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDING
REMEDIAL EDUCATION, SKILLS TRAINING, JOB SEARCH, JOB TRAINING. WE RECOMMEND A
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75 PERCENT UNCAPPED FEDERAL SHARE IN THE COSTS OF SUCH PROGRAMS.

IN TERMS OF CLIENT OBLIGATIONS WE RECOMMEND:

0 EMPLOYMENT OR EDUCATION TOWARD EMPLOYMENT BE REQUIRED OF ALL PARENTS

WITH CHILDREN AGE THREE OR OLDER.

0 A MORE LIMITED PROGRAM OF EDUCATION. EMPLOYMENT OR OTHER ACTIVITY
DESIGNED TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY OR STRENGTHEN THE FAMILY BE
REQUIRED OR PARENTS OF YOUNGER CHILDREN.

CHILDREN DO NOT BENEFIT IN THE LONG RUN FROM HAVING A SINGLE PARENT AT HOME
FULL-TIME IF THEY DO NOT ALSO LEARN ABOUT SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND THE OPTIONS
AVAILABLE TO THEM IN THE LARGER rOMMUNITY. SELF-RESPONSIBILITY AND COMMUNITY

INVOLVEMENT ARE MORE READILY APPARENT T1 A CHILD IF THE PARENT SETS SUCH AN

EXAMPLE. ONE OF THE THINGS THAT PE TOO OFTEN FORGET WHEN WE URGE WORK
REQUIREMENTS ON WELFARE RECIPIENTS IS THAT THE ROUTINE OF JOB-SEEKING AND
JOB-RETENTION IS NOT ROUTINE IN MANY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES. MAINTAINING SOME

CONNECTION TO THE COMMUNITY, EVEN WHEN THE CHILDREN ARE INFANTS. IS DESIRABLE
BECAUSE IT RADICALLY REDUCES THE ISOLATION OF POOR YOUNG MOTHERS AND HEIGHTENS
THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR SINGLE PARENTS TO WORK AND GAIN SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

SELF-SUFFICIENCY THROUGH A COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM. OF COURSE.
PRESUMES THE AVAILABILITY OF QUALITY CHILD CARE AND THE OTHER SERVICES
NECESSARY FOR ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE.

(2) THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD COUPLED WITH THE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM
PROVIDES REAL ENCOURAGEMENT TO WK.

BECAUSE WE BELIEVE IT SHOULD ALWAYS BE TO A FAMILY'S BENEFIT TO WORK. THE FLS
WOULD INCLUDE FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO WORK. FAMILIES WOULD BE ALLOWED TO
EXCLUDE 25 PERCENT OF ALL EARNED INCOME AS WELL AS THE EARNED INCOME TAX
CREDIT WHEN CALCULATING THE BENEFIT LEVEL.

(3) STRONGER PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILDREN ARE CRITICAL TO REAL
SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

CHILDREN DROP OUT OF SCHOOL IN PART BECAUSE THEY DO NOT AND CANNOT MAKE THE
CONNECTION BETWEEN (HEIR OWN SCHOOLING AND THEIR EVENTUAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY AS
GAINFULLY EMPLOYED MEMBERS OF SOCIETY. SCHOOL IS IRRELEVANT TO CHILDREN
UNLESS THEY CAN SEE HOW IT WILL FINALLY BENEFIT THEM AND THEIR FAMILIES.

WE BELIEVE THAT CDUCATIONAL REFORMS ALREADY PROPOSED MUST BE ACTED UPON
INCLUDING PROGRAMS TO PREPARE LOW-INCOME CHILDREN FOR SCHOOL. TO ASSURE THAT
THEY MAKE HAMM ACADEMIC PROGRESS--COMPLETING HIGH SCHOOL AT A MINIMUM--AND
TO INSURE EFFECTIVE TRANSITIONS FROM SCHOOL TO WORK.

(4) ADEQUATE HEALTH CARE COVERAGE DURING THE TRANSITION TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY
MAGIC THAT TRANSITION POSSIBLE.

WE ARE RECOMMENDING THAT MEDICAID CONTINUE TO BE AVAILABLE TO RECIPIENTS OF
FAMILf LIVING STANDARD BENEFITS. AND WE ARE NOW EMBARKING ON A THOROUGH REVIEW
OF THE ENTIRE AREA OF ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE FOR POOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN.
WE DO KNOW. NOW. HOWEVER. THAT HFUTH CARE COVERAGE IS ESSENTIAL FOR POOR
FAMILIES AS THEY ENTER THE WORK FORCE AND FOR A SUFFICIENT TRANSITION PERIOD
UNTIL EMPLOYERS MAKE ADEQUATE HEALTH CARE COVERAGE AVAILABLE TO SUCH FAMILIES.

kiLTARE REHM IN A PERIOD OF FISCAL RESTRAINT

WE ARE CURRENTLY DEVELOPING COST ESTIMATES FOR OUR PROPOSED FAMILY INVESTMENT
PROGRAM. A WHOLE SERIES OF COMPLEX QUESTIONS HAVE TO BE ANSWERED EVEN TO
PRODUCE ROUGH ESTIMATES ON A PROPOSAL THIS COMPREHENSIVE. SOME OF THOSE
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VARIABLES:

0 THE COST OF THE STATE FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS. BECAUSE SUCH STANDARDS DO
NOT YET EXIST WE MUST BASE OUR ESTIMATES ON 'PROXIES' FOR THOSE FIGURES.
WHILE. AT THE SAME TIME. WE WORK OUT THE METHODOLOGY FOR COMPUTING A
FAMILY LIVING STANDARD BASED ON FAMILY NEED.

0 THE COST OF JOB PROGRAMS. SUPPORT SERVICES. AND ADMINISTRATION. FOR EACH
STATE.

0 THE FEDERAL-STATE 'MATCH' WHICH AIST TAKE INTO ACCOUNT FISCAL CAPACITY AS
WELL AS ENCOURAGE STATES TO 4CHIEVE FULL IMPLEMENTATION AS QUICKLY AS
POSSIBLE.

0 THE PROJECTED RETURN ON THESE INVESTMENTS AS PARTICIPANTS ACHIEVE
INDEPENDENCE FROM THE WELFARE SYSTEM.

HOW THE PROGRAM IS PHASED IN AND HOW QUICKLY WILL TO A VERY GREAT EXTENT
DETERMINE THE COSTS IN COMPARISON WITH CURRENT EXPENDITURES. WILE ADDITIONAL
STATE AND FEDERAL EXPENDITURES WILL BE REQUIRED UP FRONT. THE PROGRAM IS
DESIGNED TO REDUCE WELFARE DEPENDENCY THROUGH EMPLOYMENT. REDUCE PUBLIC HUMAN
SERVICE EXPENDITURES. AND CREATE PRODUCTIVE NEW WORKERS AND TAXPAYERS. THE
SAVINGS IN TERMS OF REDUCED COSTS AND INCREASED STATE AND FEDERAL REVENUE WILL

BEGIN TO DEFRAY ThE ADDITIONAL PROGRAM COSTS IN A VERY SHORT TIME--PERHAPS AS
SHORT AS THREE TO FIVE YEARS.

A ARE PROPOSING A GRADUAL PHASING IN OF THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD OVER A
10-YEAR PERIOD. WITH STRONG INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO ACHIEVE A FULL
FLS AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE. THE PHASE IN WILL TAKE INTO ACCOUNT CURRENT STATE
CAPACITY. AND THE CURRENT FEDERAL BUDGET DEFICIT.

WIE HOPE TO WORK WITO THE MEMBERS OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE AND OTHER MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS IN COMPLETING THE DETAILS OF THIS PROGRAM. WE ARE WORKING BOTH THE
NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE BUDGET
OFFICERS ON COST ESTIMATES AND FINANCING METHODS.

AS OUR REPORT STATES. 'WHILE WE RECOGNIZE THE REALITY OF FISCAL CONSTRAINTS.
WE STRONGLY BELIEVE IN THE BASIC SOUNDNESS OF THE INVESTMENT STRATEGIES WE
PROPOSE.'

WE WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT WHILE THE COST ELEMENT IS IMPORTANT. FOR THE
NATION TO BE SERIOUS ABOUT ADDRESSING WELFARE REFORM IN A WAY THAT SUPPORTS
FAMILIES AND HELPS THEM BECOME INDEPENDENT. OUR CONCEPTS PROVIDE A SOUND AND
PRAGMATIC APPROACH. OUR PROJECT IS TITLED 'A MATTER OF COMMITMENT' AND THAT
IS EXACTLY WHAT IS INVOLVED. THIS COUNTRY HAS RESOURCES FAR GREATER THAN ANY
COUNTRY ON EARTH. YET OUR CHILDREN ARE SUFFERING WITH PROBLEMS MORE ACUTE THAN
CHILDREN IN MANY LESS WEALTHY COUNTRIES. IT IS NOT A QUESTION ONLY OF WHAT IT
COSTS. OR OF WHERE WE GET THE MONEY TO PAY FOR IT - -OUR COUNTRY IS NEITHER SO
POOR NOR SO POLITICALLY PARALIZED THAT WE CANNOT MAKE THE COMMITMENT TO OUR
CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES TO HELP BRING THEM OUT OF POVERTY.

CON:LUSIONS

IF WE BEGIN WITH A CLEAR AND DEFINITIVE STATEMENT OF WHAT WE WISH TO
ACCOMPLISH THROUGH OUR PUBLIC WELFARE EFFORTS -- INDEED OF WHAT KIND OF SOCIETY
WE HOPE TO ACHIEVE--WE CAN BEGIN TO WORK TOWARD THAT NATIONAL POLICY.

WE ARE UNITED IN THE BELIEF THAT THE FAMILY IS THE FIRST LINE OF DEFENSE FOR
STABILITY AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY. GOVERNMENT IS THE NEXT LEVEL. THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT MUST CONTINUE ITS ROLE OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION. RESEARCH AND
EVALUATION. AND STANDARD- SETTING. THERE IS ANOTHER CRITICAL ROLE FOR THE
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT; TO PROVIDE THE KIND OF MORAL LEADERSHIP NECESSARY FOR AN
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EFFECTIVE REDESIGN OF OUR SOCIAL WELFARE SYSTEM. WE STRESS THAT OUR PROPOSALS

REPRESENT AN INVESTMENT: AN INVESTMENT THAT OVER TIME WILL RETURN ACTUAL

DOLLAR BENEFITS TO GOVERNMENT TREASURIES. IT IS ALSO A MORAL ALINVESTMENT IN

OUR HISTORICAL BELIEF IN THE WORTH OF THE INDIVIDUAL. WE MUST REORDER OUR

WELFARE SYSTEM NOT ONLY BECAUSE IT IS THE SMART THING TO DO: IT IS ALSO THE

RIGHT THING TO DO. AND THAT MESSAGE SHOULD COME FROM OUR NATIONAL
POLICY-MAKERS.

LAST NIGHT THE PRESIDENT SAID. IN ANOTHER CONTEXT. "LET IT NEVER BE SAID OF
THIS GENERATION OF AMERICANS THAT WE BECAME SO OBSESSED WITH FAILURE THAT WE

REFUSED TO TAKE RISKS.' REAL CHAN, ALWAYS INVOLVES RISKS.

TRUE WELFARE REFORM WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE OVERCOME THE OBSTACLES AND
OBJECTIONS RAISED BY THOSE MORE INTERESTED IN ENDING PROGRAMS THAN IN
IMPROVING THEM. IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO TRANSCEND THE
PAROCHIAL BOUNDARIES WHICH DEFINE OUR POLITICAL AND PROFESSIONAL INTERESTS.
IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO USE THE EXPERTISE FROM ALL
SEGMENTS OF THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS. FINALLY. IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE

IF WE ARE WILLING TO INVEST TODAY IN THE STABILITY AND PRODUCTIVITY OF
FAMILIES. KNOWING THAT THESE INVESTMENTS--BOTH FISCAL AND HUMAN -WILL RETURN
BENEFITS TO ALL OF US FAR EXCEEDING THEIR DOLLAR COSTS.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, commissioner.
Now we will hear from the director of the Project on the Welfare

of Families, Jack Meyer.

STATEMENT OF JACK A. MEYER, DIRECTOR, PROJECT ON THE
WELFARE OF FAMILIES, AMERICAN HORIZONS FOUNDATION,
AND PRESIDENT, NEW DIRECTIONS FOR POLICY

Mr. MVIER. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
We have made some copies of the report of our task force chaired

by Governor Bruce Babbitt and Dr. Arthur Flemming, which is
called "Ladders Out of Poverty," available to this committee.

I won't read a statement since we have provided our report. We
will be happy to make more copies available or submit the summa-
ry introductory chapter for the record. If you would like, what I
thought I would do is take just a few minutes and summarize the
highlights and summarize my views and recommendations.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric about welfare in recent months,
and I think that has deflected us from getting down to the real
problem, which is poverty in this country, poverty that is higher
than it was a decade ago. I think we need to cut through this rheto-
ric.

On the one hand, we hear the welfare system described as a
monster and that it is the source of the problem. From this school
of thought we hear suggestions that people ought to watch the
Cosby show or perhaps "Family Ties." I have watched those shows,
but I don't think that is the answer to poverty in this country.

On the other hand, we hear suggestions that if we just raise ben-
efits, the problem will go away. While I will recommend raising
benefits, I think the problem is bigger than the welfare system
even though it involves the welfare system. We can easily get hung
up on fighting about whether welfare is the cause or the symptom
or the problem.

Indeed, I would like to emphasize in my brief remarks today the
prevention of poverty, so that people don't have to rely on welfare,
coupled with an adequate welfare and support system for those
who do fall into these circumstances, so that they are properly pro-
tected.

Let me start with the adequate support system. As Steve has
mentioned, anyone who has studied the welfare system knows that
it is riddled with inequities, and I think we just have to recognize
in this country that we can no longer afford or tolerate a situation
in which a constituent, a family of four in one State in this country
receives a maximum AFDC payment standard of $147 a month.

That comes from data published by this committee last year,
which will be updated shortly. That translates into an income of
$1,764 a year.

No one can be expected to live on that. That is for a family of
four, with no other income. That is simply unconscionable, and
when you compare that $147 payment standard in Alabama to a
$698 standard in California, which is almost five times as high, you
realize that we simply are running two different countries here,
and we have to stop that.
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I recommend some kind of a Federal floor. I believe in a Federal/
State system for public assistance, but I think we have to set come
minimums, and when you have to be pathetically poor instead of
just poor to get any help at all, something has to be done.

Our report recommended that we start at a minimum level of 65
percent of poverty for the sum of AFDC and food stamps. Others
have recommended 50 or two-thirds. I don't think that is as impor-
tant as that we say that those States that are providing 20 to 30
percent of the Federal poverty line simply have to come up in
order to get a Federal match or they won't get a Federal match.
Then, above this line, as long as they are meeting that minimum I
think there should be a Federal match. Thus, I favor a Federal
floor with State supplementation.

I think we also have to address the issue of the working poor,
who have been systematically excluded in many areas 7-ern bene-
fits, because not only are those AFDC payment standar so low
that it is very hard to get under them, but also we have tightened
up the allowable deductions for working mothers and fathers in
this country so that you can't even take as much away against
your gross income in order to get under these pathetically low pay-
ment standards. So, the working poor are getting it from two sides.

The benefit standards have eroded in real terms, and the work
expense deductions and disregards previously allowed to low-wage
workers have been seriously restricted.

I recommend a modest relaxation in those allowable deductions,
and making the system operate so that people can get some aid if
they work.

I think we are sending the wrong signals in our welfare system.
Although our rhetoric extols work and family, we punish the very
people that comply with those values. The surest way to get your-
self out of welfare in this country is to take a job or to hold your
family together vis-a-vis the alternatives. That is not consistent
with those values

The other recommendations I have have concern the prevention
of poverty. Our report, I might add, had a number of other recom-
mendations about the details of the public assistance system, in-
cluding SSI, which we think is a better model than AFDC, but even
there benefits need to be raised. I won't go into the details of those
recommendations now, but I will be happy to discuss them.

I want to emphasize a few preventive strategies that I think are
important. The first one involves running a sound economy.

You might say, "why is he talking about economic policies," but
clearly studies have shown that there is a direct relationship, a
clear relationship between economic growth and poverty reduction.
When we are taking the national debt from $1 trillion at the begin-
ning of this decade toward $3 trillion at the end, we cannot help
but sacrifice the interests not only of the poor, but also of middle-
class Americans. We need to get that deficit under control through
real means, not through mirrors, and I think we can do that even
as we extend a measure of coverage to the needy and preserve the
opportunity programs that are so modestly funded compared to
other parts of the budget.

So a sound economy is the first prescription.

31



25

A second prescription recognizes that with the best economic
growth in the world, we are going to bypass and transcend some of
the poor who do not have the skills needed to participate in our
economy. We should not only strengthen the economy to draw
them in, but augment their skills in ways that make them job
ready.

Therefore, I think we need much sounder and stronger invest-
ment in the public and private sector in basic skills for our youth. I
won't go into details here, and others are more knowledgeable than
I am about how we can address the terrible problems of our school
dropout rate, quality of education in many school systeL:s, and in-
adequate investments in such public programs that have good
track records such as Head Start, WIC, and the Job Corps.

These p are funded at modest levels. The Job Corps costs
under $1 billion. These are programs whose cost would get lost in
rounding error at the Pentagon or in the Social Security Program.
Yes, we have to be cost conscious, but as we get tough on the
budget, which I favor, we have to take a look at the whole budget
and not just the bet for the poor.

But lest you thia that I am advocating only public solutions,
there are a number of private models that have also proven effec-
tive. Our report has a chapter on this. In the private sector such
programs as Jobs for America's Gradvates and 70,001which spe-
cializes in helping school dropoutsare good examples of effective
private strategies. We need to understand that success isn't just
getting a job, but also can involve getting back in school, or passing
a previously flunked Armed Forces entrance exam, and some of the
evaluations of programs like Job Corps have only counted a. suc-
cesses those people who are actually directly placed in the labor
market. We need much more emphasis on the transition from
school to work and on basic skills.

A third area involves low wages. We should be doing something
about low wages as part of a preventive stratw4 just as we should
provide a sound economy and invest in basic skills. We have here
the very vulnerable citizens who are struggling making $7,000,
$8,000, $9,000 a year, but they are still under poverty.

As you know, a family of four where the head works full time,
full year at the minimum wage today is still $4,000 or so under Os
Federal poverty line. With the exception of food stamps, they get
no help from the Government, and they are doing the best they
can.

I think we need a program designed for them. I think it should
not be welfare, pure and simple. I don't think the American people
want to give welfare to workers, although, as I say, some relax-
ations in the restriction. under AFDC might be appropriate.

I think we need a package that goes beyond welfare. I think the
Compass made an important step last year in exempting several
million low-wage workers from Federal income taxation.

That helps, but we know that Federal tax rates just above the

g°vpoverty
line are still high. In fact, our report has an article by

enee Steverle and Paul Wilson showing that for the near poor, ef-
fective tax n.tes can be as high as 45 percent, when you count the
phase-downs under Government programs and so on, and we all
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know the stories of the implicit tax rates that face our low-wage
workers that no wealthy American would ever tolerate.

So I think we need further tax relief. We could do that by ex-
tending steps taken by Congress in the earned income tax credit,
perhaps letting that vary by family size.

We can consider measures of Social Security tax relief, by ex-
empting the first so many dollars of payroll taxes, funded perhaps
by raising the Social Security base. State income tax relief should
also be encouraged

In addition think we need to make stronger efforts at child
support for absent parents, tracking down parents who are not ful-
filling their obligations from one end of the country to another,
and extracting a financial contribution from their wages if they are
unwilling to offer some help to their children voluntarily.

Finally, we may want to consider some sort of a wage subsidy to
help fill the remaining poverty gap, because tax relief will not be
enough.

Fourth, in the area of health care, I think we need to further un-
couple health care for the poor from the vagaries and vicissitudes
of our welfare system.

Congress last year took a very important step, making it possible
for the States to bring into Medicaid some poor people who are
screened out of AFDC, but I think we need to go beyond that, per-
haps even mandating some coverage for some groups that are poor,
but not categorically eligible.

Also, again, it is not all the job of Government. We need to come
up with measures in the private sector to extend private health in-
surance, to encourage the formation of larger insurance groups and
risk pools, particularly for small employers. In all these areas I am
recommending a combination of public sector reforms and private
sector initiatives.

Finally, the area of work. As I have indicated, we talk a lot more
about it than we do about it. I think that we need to blend notions
of obligations with a social support system. If there is one thing we
are learning from those experiments that are being talked about at
the State and local levels, it is that the ones that are successful,
such as the ones you mentioned in your opening remarks, do have
some work requirements, but they also invest in job readiness.

They recognize that a work requirement is only as good as the
work readiness of the individual, and that may require some assist-
ance with transportation, it may require some health care cover-
age, it may require in addition some child care assistance. These
are good investments for society, if they get somebody up and run-
ning on a ptth or onto a rung of a job ladder. When we look at a
program bkp WIN that the administration has proposed to kill,
even thouthey want to have these State experiments that are
funded by WIN, it strikes me as biting the hand that feeds you.

As a society, we have to make some modest investments. I think
if we make those modest investments at the Federal and State Gov-
ernment levels and couple them with much more activity in the
neighborhood groups and throughout the private sector, we can
begin to put together a prevention strategy that might bring pover-
ty down and then shore up that system for those who still remain
poor with fair, adequate and equitable benefits.
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Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Meyer.
The subcommittee will now hear from Robert Feral, executive

director of the Food Research and Action Center.
After the final panelist has testified, the subcommittee will have

questions.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. FERSH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, rooD
RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER

Mr. FERRI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
Let me say by way of introduction, the Food Research and Action

Center is a nonprofit public interest group that engages in re-
search, litigation, legislative activities, and works with a network
of .ow-income people, advocacy groups, antihunger organizations,
religious groups throughout the country. Our primary area of ex-
pertise is Federal food assistance programs.

My primary role today, along with Cindy Marano, is to present a
document known as the "Welfare Reform Statement of Principles."
FRAC, as we are known, was the main organizer of this statement,
which was prepared by about 20 groups over a period of several
months last fall. As of today, over 100 organizations, elected offi-
cials and prominent individuals have endorsed it, including former
Secretaries of the De ent of Health, Education, and Welfare,
in the Eisenhower, Jo = n, and Nixon administrations.

Representatives Matsui, Downey, and Kennelly of this subcom-
mittee were among the bipartisan group of elected officials who en-
dorsed the statement. A list of endorsing groups and individuals is
attached to the statement, and I request that both documents be
entered in the record.

I urge you to take a good look at the list. We are kind of proud of
the broad array of groups coming together in this statement from
across the main stream of American society, and I think that is the
importance of what we present to you today. A copy of that state-
ment of principles --

Chairman FORD. Without objection, the statement will be made a
part of the record, the document.

Mr. FERRI. Thank you.
I would like to make clear that I do not speak today on behalf of

all of those who support the document other than in presenting the
statement itself. Any statements that go beyond the text of the doc-
ument reflect only the views of those of us at the Food Research
and Action Center.

The principles are intended to provide direction for the current
national debate on welfare reform. This project was initiated in
large part to demonstrate there is really a widely shared vision on
how to improve the welfare system both among those with exper-
tise on the subject and among others with a very deep concern
about it.

By their very nature, the principles are limited because they are
general. There are a variety of approaches that would be consistent
with these principles. However, we think we make a very clear and
strong statement about the general direction of where welfare
reform ought to go, and I do believe in light of last night's State of

74-993 0 - 87 - 2
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the Union Address that it stands somewhat at odds with the direc-
tion that the President is putting forth.

Lot me briefly go through the principles which will in part be
elaborated upon by Cindy Marano. The first principle, No. 1, is per-
sons who work should be rewarded for their efforts. They should
receive income sufficient to support a family and access to neces-
sary health care and child care. Barriers to employment of low-
income persons should be eliminated.

This principle highlights the fact that the current welfare system
not only often discourages work, but also places formidable barriers
in the way of those who truly would prefer to work. I think that
issue has probably been well explored by the witnesses, and Cindy,
I am sure, will speak to that at some length.

Principle No. 2, job opportunities, job counseling, training, educa-
tion, placement, and supportive services should be widely availableas tools to prevent and overcome poverty.'hs principle recognizes that welfare alone is not the proper tool
to bring large numbers of low-income Americans out of poverty. It
stresses the need for employment opportunities and services that
are suited to the varying needs of the low-income populaticn, there-
by also recognizing the responsibility to work on the part of those
who are able.

This principle recognizes that in fact the work ethic is alive and
well among Americas poor, thus suggesting that job opportunities
and employment opportunities and training opportunities, more so
than requirements, will be the most critical factor in increasing
work force participation.

My own personal view is that the current welfare debate places
too much emphasis on who must satisfy what work requirement. If
enough slots are established to provide meaningful employment,
training and education opportunities, this issue will become one of
lessor importance.

I think the ET program and other programs throughout the
country indicate people respond well to real opportunities when of-
fered to improve their lives.

Above all, I would caution against moving forward with work re-
quirements that attempt to be all inclusive and offer only superfi-
cial services. We face this now in the food stamp program, where
there is an attempt to run as many people through the mill as pos-
sible under current regulations regulations that I believe art
somewhat at odds with the legislative intent enacted in the farm
bill in 1985.

The end result of regulations such as those in the food stamp
program is likely to be endless paper shuffling as the energies of
the administering agencies are devoted to compliance and monitor-
ing activities, rather than the provision of real services.

I would really like to hammer at this a little bit. At FRAC,
which is a legal services back-up center, every day we get reports
of people who fall through the cracks, and I think it is terribly im-
portant if we are going to set up a system that tries to reach as
many people as possible that we make sure we really have services
for them.

It is so easy to be out of compl*-Ance. Eventually some judgment
has to be reached about every individual, and there are all sorts of

,..11.11111111
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technical problems and other real-life human circumstances that
continually lead people to have difficulty dealing with the welfare
system.

Already now we believe that all sorts of paperwork requirements
are keeping, for instance, the food stamp program at a historic low
in participation, when you consider what the poverty rate is and
the unemployment rate is. If we add additional barriers to people
whose lives are already very difficult, and complicated, who have
oftentimes difficulty dealing with the system, we should do so with
great caution.

I think this issue comes to a head for this subcommittee very
much on the issue of what to do with mothers with children under
the age of 6, which up to now has been pretty much a benchmark
as to where we rut requirements and offer options. As I say, up to
now, basically we required very little, and frankly offered very
little to mothers of younger children, or parents of younger chil-
dren, for that matter.

Now many people are talking about major new comprehensive
requirements. While I agree this is an appropriate target group,
that you want to try to reach mothers before they have been out of
the employment situation for a long time, I just want to urge as
much sensitivity as possible. I urge as much as possible to offer
programs that bring voluntary involvement of the individual, so
they themselves have a stake in it. They have helped map their
own future.

To the extent you go in with heavy-handed requirements and all
your energies go into tasking and monitoring, you probably lose
sight of the basic goal, which is really to help people out.

Principle No. 3, the Federal Government should assure minimum
standards of living, including sufficient food, clothing, shelter and
medical care to those in poverty. This principle emphasizes the
need for humane levels of support for those who cannot work, are
temporarily out of work, or are enrolled in training or education
programs. For millions of Americans who fall upon hard times, the
current level of benefits and services now provided through assist-
ance programs falls far short of the poverty line.

Principle No. 4, additional investments should be made in pro-
grates proved successful in preventing future poverty and its ill ef-
fects. you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, programs like WIC and
Head Start and Job Corps and others, really are working and
really deserve additional investment. So in addition to providing
people with income maintenance, there needs to be a contmuing in-
vestment in pp that help avert future poverty.

Principle o.5,wwelfare policies should aid both one- and two-
parent families in need. Existing child support laws should be more
effectively enforced. I think this subcommittee has shown great
leadership in attem$ing to gain pa mu ge of the unemployed parent
program in the AFDC program. That is an essential piece of what
this principle is about, that all families in America, whether they
be one- or two-parent families, ought to be served and be provided
with a safety net. Special problems that one-parent families have
ought to be recognized as we develop social policies.

Principle No. 6, in achieving the objectives above, the Federal
Government should maintain a strong presence, setting minimum

3



30

benefit standards, providing adequate resources for effective pro-
grams, and supporting appropriate and effective State and local
initiatives.

This principle stresses the tremendous importance of Federal
leadership in serving the needs of the poor. Certainly the Federal
Government cannot and should not provide for all needs. But if his-
tory is any guide, a strengthened Federal role is the surest possible
way to have immediate positive impact on poverty in this country.

Contrary to popular belief, efforts to aid the poor do not domi-
nate this Federal budget. Only about 11 percent of the Federal
budget is devoted to programs that primarily serve low-income per-
sons. This is a substantial investment, but certainly not one that is
disproportionate to our national resources or our national con-
science. We spend more on interest on the national debt than on
low income programs.

If there is one principle that the 20 groups drafting these princi-
ples felt strongest about, I believe it is this principle, emphasizing
the necessity of a strong Federal role. As our underlying document
points out, there is a strong record of success among Federal pro-
grams like Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. Food stamps
and WIC also have been particularly effective in serving their in-
tended

SuppoTtrr continued and strengthened Federal role in allevi-
ating poverty should not be mistinterpreted as a statement that
only the Federal Go-emment can alleviate poverty, or that the
only creative and productive ideas to fight poverty must emanate
from the Federal level. Surely such a view is shortsighted and ever
counterproductive.

The key point is that the Federal Government must play a lead-
ership role in providing resources and setting minimum standards
so that all Americans are guaranteed a fundamental level of pro-
tection against the ravages of poverty. Levels of support should not
vary widely due to disparities in local revenue bases or local atti-
tudes toward the poor.

Experimentation and innovation can and should occur at the
Federal, State, and local levels, but such experimentation should
not be a substitute for immediate and appropriate actions at the
Federal level to improve opportunities and relieve the pain experi-
enced by tens of millions of Americans who live in poverty or near
poverty status. We do know enough about the problem of poverty
to proceed now with careful and humane Federal program im-
provement?.

We at Food Research and Action Center are deeply concerned
about the future direction of welfare reform. We hear this concern
from our network of hundreds of State and local groups and indi-
viduals who work to alleviate hungergovernment officials, com-
munity activists, relifious groups, and emergency food providers.
Our network and national studies tell us there unquestionably has
been a major growth in poverty related hunger attributable in
large part to the performance of the economy and across the board
cutbacks in Federal assistance programs. I think it is terribly im-
portant to understand when it comes to problems like hunger, onz
should not simply look at Federal food assistance programs.
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While much recent attention properly has been paid to large re-
ductions in Federal food assistance programs, other factors have
also served to diminish the resources that needy families have
available for food. These factors include AFDC cutbacks, the failure
of States to raise AFDC levels, increased recipient costs for public
housing, reduced Medicaid services and increased Medicaid copay-
ments, and reductions in the Low Income Home Energy Assistance

PICmin the context of welfare reform, there are several concrete
steps that we particularly urge this subcommittee to undertake as
measures that would have a substantial beneficial impact in reduc-
in& domestic hunger

we urge the extension of the AFDC-UP program to all
States, with changes that ease the current restrictions on its avail-
ability to two parent families.

Second, we urge that minimum Federal benefit standards be es-
tablished for combined AFDC and food stamp benefits. Such mini-
mum standards should approximate the Federal poverty line, to be
phased in if necessary.

Third, the current financial disincentive for States to increase
AFDC benefits should be removed. Right now, a $1 increase in
AFDC benefits results in a 30-percent loss in food stamps. Since
food stamp benefits are 100 percent Federal money, there is a natu-
ral hesitancy for States to raise AFDC levels. An adjustment in
AFDC funding formulas could counteract this problem.

There are several other areas of coordination between Federal
food assistance pmaraito and in the subcommittee's ju-
risdiction, such as categorical e ility of AFDC recipients for food
stamps, coordination of AFDC and food stamp definitions, and the
ability to apply for food stamps at Social Security offices, that con-
cern us at Food Research and Action Center. We stand ready to
assist the subcommittee on these issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I hope you will
find this testimony and any future aid we may offer helpful in en-
acting sensitive and humane reforms in our welfare system. Above
all, I would urge you to assume that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans are ready and willing to take steps to better their lives if only
there are opportunities to do so.

[The statement and report referred to follow:]

STATEMENT or ROBERT J. FERMI, SWUM* DIRECTOR, FOOD RIMRCH AND ACTION
Carrisa

Good Morning. My name is Robert Fersh, and I am the executive director of the
Food Research and Action Center here in Washington. FRAC, as we are commonly
called, is an organization that works to alleviate hunger and poverty in the United
States. We work on many different levels, but our particular area of expertise is
federal food

My pimarr role to present a document known as the Welfare Reform
Statement of Prindples. C was the main organiser of this statement, which was
prepared by about 20 groups over a period of several months lot fan. Once agree.
ment was reached on the statement, it was widely circulated and released to the
public on December 22, 1986. As of over 100 organisations, elected officials,
and prominent individuals have mdazW it, including former Secretaries of the
pertinent of of Health, Education, and Welfare in the Eisenhower, Johnson and Nixon
administrations. Representatives Matsui, Downey, and Kennelly of this subcommit-
tee were among the bipartisan group of elected officials who endorsed the state-
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This principle reminds us that there are a variety of programs already in place
which are invaluable investments in preventing poverty. Providing cash instead of
these programs is unlikely to lead to the -term benefits the provide.
Further investments in such programslike Head Start, WIC, pter I and Job

C°V.37:11refare should aid both one- and two-parent families in need. Existing
to prove ccsaeffective in the long run.

child support should be more effectively enforced.
This principle emphasises the importance of the family and individuals' obliga-

tions to support their Bunnies. Cash welfare is unavailable to two-partent families
in about half the states and its availability is greatly limited in most other states.
This situation simply cannot serve to strengthen American families. Special circum-
stances and difficulties of one-parent famihes must be recognized if anti-poverty ef-
forts on behalf of these families are to be successful.

VI. In achieving the objective above, the Federal Government should maintain a
strong presence, setting minimum benefit standards, providing adequate resources
for effective programs, and supporting appropriate and effective state and local ini-
tiatives:

This principle stresses the tremendous importance of federal leadership in serving
the needs of the poor . Certainly, the federal government cannot and should not pro-
vide for all needs. But if history is any guide, a strengthened federal role is the
surest peals way to have immediate positive impact on poverty in this country.

Contrary to popular belief, efforts to aid the poor do not dominate the federal
budget. Only about 11 percent of the federal budget is devoted to programs that pri-
marily serve low income persons. This is a substantial investment, but certainly not
one that is disproportionate to our national resources or our national conscience.
We spend more on interest on the national debt than on low income programs.

If there is one principle that the 200 groups drafting these principles felt strong-
est about, I believe it is this principle emphasizing the necessity of a strong federal
role. As our underlying document points out, there is a strong record of success
among federal programs in 'Boylan], the extent and degree of poverty in this
country. Few would dispute the effectiveness of Social Security and Supplemental
Security Income in diminishing poverLyAmonit th_ek tort PoPulation. A sbmi
case can be made that programs like MedWire, medicaid, Food Stamps and WIC
also have been particularly effective in serving their intended
shSomeort for a continued and strengthened federal role in lid poverty

not be misinterpreted a a statement that only the federal government can
alleviate poverty, or that the only creative and productive ideas to fight poverty
must emanate from the federal level. Surely such a view is shortsighted and even
counter-productive.

The key point is that the federal government must play a leadership role in pro-
viding resources and setting minimum standards so that all Americans are guaran-
teed a fundamental level of protection against the ravages of poverty. Levels of sup-
port should not vary widely due to disparities in local revenue bases or local atti-
tudes toward the poor.

Experimentation and innovation can and should occur at the federal, state and
local levels, but such experimentation should not be a substitute for immediate and
appropriate actions at the federal level to improve opportunities end relieve the
pain experienced by tens of millions of Americans who live in poverty or near pov-
erty status. We do know enough about the problem of poverty to proceed now with
careful and humane federal program improvements.

We at FRAC are deeply concerned about the future direction of welfare reform.
We hear this concern from our network of hundreds of state and local groups and
individuals who work to alleviate hunger: government officials, community activists,
religious groups, and emergency food providers. Our network and national studies
tell us there unquestionably has been a major growth in poverty- -rated hunger at-
tributable in large part to the performance of the economy and across -the board cut-
backs in federal assistance programs.

While much recent attention properly has been paid to larp reduction in federal
foal assistance other factors have also served to diminish the resources
that needy families have available for food. These factors include AFDC cutbacks,
the failure of states to nine AFDC levels, increased recipient costs for public hous-
ing, reduced Medicaid services and increased Medicaid co-payments, and reductions
in the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program.

Thus, in the context of welfare reform, there are several concrete steps that we
particularly urge this subcommittee to undertake as measures that would have a
substantial beneficial impact in reducing domestic hunger.

(IW
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(t) We urge the exten.an of the AFDC-UP to all states, with changes
that same the current restrictions on its availability to two-parent families.

(2) We urge that minimum federal benefit standards be established for combined
AFDC and food stamp benefits. Such minimum standards should approximate the
federal poverty line, to be Owed in if necessary.

(8) The current financial disincentive for states to increase AFDC benefits should
be removed. Right now, a $1 increase in AFDC benefits results in a 80 cent lose in
food stamps. Since food stamp benefits are 100 percent federal money, there is a
natural hesitancy for states to raise AFDC levels. An adjustment in AFDC funding
formulas could counteract this problem.

There are several other areas of coordination between federal food assistance pro-
grams and westerns in the Subcommittee's jurisdiction --such ra caftorml eligibil-
ity of AFDC recipients for food stamps, coordination of AFDC and food stamp defini-
tions, and th, ability to apply for food stamps at Social Security Officesthat con-
cern us at FRAC. We stand ready to assist the Subcommittee on these issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I hope you will find this testimony
and any future aid we may offer helpful in enacting sensitive and humane reforms
in our welfare system. Above all, I would urge you to assume that the vast majority
of Americans are ready and willing to take steps to better their lives if only there
are opportunities to do so.
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December 22, 1986

Welfare Reform
Statement of Principles

Increasing poverty and disadvantage in our affluent society is cause for national concern.
The fact that one of every seven Americans lives below the official poverty threshold is
unacceptable, especially when 40% of these persons are children. In recent years, we have
witnessed a widening gap between the advantaged and the disadvantaged in this country and
a widening, chasm between the futures facing their two sets of children.

Alleviating poverty historically has been, and continues to be, a primary responsibility
of the federal government. Povert% in large part, stems from national and international poli-
cies and macroeconomic trends. Without federal help, regions that suffer economic decline are
often unable to muster the resources necessary to ensure that their citizens have the support
and services they require. The federal government, through strong civil rights laws, has also
been able to assist those in poverty without regard to race, religion, or handicap. For all these
reasons, it is important that the federal government I) improve upon, not retreat from, its
previous record of developing programs and, 2) provide resources adequate to address the
needs of the poor.

Universal social insurance programs, such as Social Security and unemployment compen-
sation, provide minimum protection against poverty for millions of Americans. Yet millions
more are either not served by these programs or receive benefits or support services that fall
short of what would bring !hem out of poverty This leaves a large role for the residual
programs known as the welfare system

The principles that follow are meant to shape and guide the national debate on the
welfare reform issue. They are neither intended to address all of the shortcomings of the
cui,ent welfare system nor to establish a specific plan to alleviate poverty and its attendant
effects for all elements of the American population. Many additional Ideas are necessary to
build on the concepts presented here and provide a comprehensive solution to the problem of
poverty in America. It is hoped that these principles will establish the fundamental direction
for future welfare reform efforts, and that any reforms enacted in the coming months will be
consistent with these principles.

T .
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The principles are:
L PERSONS WHO WORK SHOULD BE REWARDED FOR THEIR

EFFORTS. THEY SHOULD RECEIVE INCOME SUFFICIENT TO SUP-
PORT A FAMILY AND ACCESS TO NECESSARY HEALTH CARE AND
CHILD CARE. BARRIERS TO THE EMPLOYMENT OF LOW INC.OME
PERSONS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED.

IL JOB OPPORTUNITIES, JOB COUNSELING, TRAINING, EDUCA.
TION, PLACEMENT, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES SHOULD BE
WIDELY AVAILABLE AS PRIMARY TOOLS TO PREVENT AND OVER-
COME POVERTY

IIL THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD ASSURE A MINIMUM
STANDARD OF LIVING INCLUDING SUFFICIENT FOOD, CLOTH-
ING, SHELTER AND MEDICAL CARE TO THOSE IN POVERTY

IV. ADDITIONAL INVESTMENTS SHOULD BE MADE IN PRO-
GRAMS PROVED SUCCESSFUL IN PREVENTING FUTURE POVERTY
AND ITS ILL EFFECTS.

V WELFARE POLICIES SHOULD AID BOTH ONE-AND TWO-PAR-
ENT FAMMIES IN NEED. EXISTING CHILD SUPPORT LAWS SHOULD
BE MORE EFFECTIVELY ENFORCED.

VL IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES ABOVE, THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD MAINTAIN A STRONG PRESENCE, SET.
TING MINIMUM BENEFIT STANDARDS, PROVIDING ADEQUATE RE-
SOURCES FOR EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS, AND SUPPORTING APPRO-
PRIATE AND EFFECTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVES.

Page 2
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I. PERSONS WHO WORK SHOULD RECEIVE INCOME SUFFI-
CIENT TO SUPPORT A FAMILY AND ACCESS TO NECESSARY
HEALTH CARE AND CHILD CARE. BARRIERS TO THE EMPLOY-
MENT OF LOW INCOME PERSONS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED.

Despite the difficulties they encounter in the labor market, most welfare recipients want
the chance to work to support themselves and their families. While welfare benefits are low

far below the poverty line in most states the employment opportunities available to most
recipients often lead to little economic gain and to marginal employment. Several factors
account for this.

Most recipients of public assistance face a complete loss of income assistance, medical
benefits and support services (and a partial loss of food stamps), within a few months of
taking full-time employment, regardless of the level of wages and benefits attached to the Pb.
Since the recipient may also face high worbrelated expenses such as child or dependent care,
transportation, and payroll taxes, the financial rewards of the job are often low or non-exis-
tent. Accepting such work can place the security and health of a breadwinner's family in
jeopardy

A substantial part of the problem is that wages for entry level jobs are too low to support
a family A full-time minimum wage job today provides earnings of less than 65% of the
poverty level for a family of four. The minimum wage has been frozen since 1981, losing 25%
in purchasing power since that time. In addition, many jobs are becoming less than full time,
further reducing the wages and benefits available to support the worker and his/her family

The recent upward trend in the number of persons without health insurance is also a
major part of the problem. More than half of all uninsured adults in 1984 were employed
full-time or part-time.

THEREFORE: Working families receiving income insufficient to support themselves and
their children should receive tax relief, higher wages and/or wage supplcments, and assur
ances of subsidized child care, continuing medical coverage, and other support services, until
economic independence is established. This can be achieved by strrngthening the work incen-
tive features including transitions' health care and child care within maim welfare
programs, expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and adjusting it by family size, increas-
ing the minimum wage, or a combination of these and other approaches

Page 3
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IL JOB OPPORTUNITIES, JOB COUNSELING, TRAINING EDUCA-
TION, PLACEMENT, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES SHOULD BE
WIDELY AVAILABLE AS PRIMARY TOOLS TO PREVENT AND OVER
COME POVERTY

Economic conditions often prevent welfare recipients from finding and retainingemploy-
ment in many areas of the country While public assistance recipients want to work, a dearth
of available and accessible jobs, continuing discrimination in employment, and a mismatch
between skills required by employers and those held by low income people stand in the way
Women, minorities, and persons with disabilites are especially likely to receive lower wages
and have fewer employment opportunities available to them.

The poor are not monolithic. They have varying levels of skill, education, self-esteem,
and knowledge of the job market, and they face varied barriers to employment. Some have
physical or mental disabilities.

In designing employment-related programs for welfare recipients, the varying needs, cir
cumstances, and characteristics of the population must be recognized. Some recipients need
help finding a job; others need comprehensive job counseling, self-esteem building, and/or
literacy assistance before they will be job ready Some need skills training, on-the-job training,
and comprehensive supportive services in order to prepare for paid employment Disabled
recipients may need special support services in the home or at work in order to be productive
employees. In many jurisdictions, more jobs need to be created. For still other recipients, a
long-term commitment to basic education, skills training, and supportive services may be
required before a job and economic independence are feasible goals.

Programs should be established which recognize and support the dignity of the individ-
ual. Low income persons should be afforded maximum opportunity to determine whether and
how they will participate in programs designed to enhance their employability and future
self-sufficiency Programs that promote self-determination have proved effective.

THEREFORE: Welfare reform initiatives must begin with an investment in people and
an expansion of job opportunities. Programs available to welfare recipients should offer a
menu of job counseling, training, education and literacy assistance, job creation, job place-
ment, and supportive services designed to match the needs of the individuals targeted for
service. My subsidized work opportunities offered to recipients should provide pay benefits,
and rights equal to those afforded other employees performing similar work Subsidized jobs
should not result in the displacement of existing workers or in lower wages and benefits for
them. States and localities should have flexibility to design programs which relate to the local
labor market and characteristics of local recipients, but thereshould be federal safeguards to
ensure adequate services. Programs which expand services available to people through coordi-
nation of government programs, private sector investment, and utilization of community orga-
nizations should be encouraged

Page 4
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[IL THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD ASSURE A MINI-
MUM STANDARD OF LIVING, INCLUDING SUFFICIENT FOOD,
CLOTHING, SHELTER AND MEDICAL CARE, TO THOSE IN POVERTY

Children comprise a disproportionate share of America's poor. About 13 million aildren,
or one in five, lived below the poverty line in 1985. This is not only morally indefensible, but
it also exacts a high price from society in health are and remedial education costs, as well
as increased crime and loss of productivity Especially among younger children, poverty can
vault in impairments roe which a society must pay over the child's lifetime.

Income assistance levels for children and their families vary widely in the United States
and have fallen off sharply in recent years. While some states provide aid twice that of others,
most provide basic income maintenance payments at levels far below the j,,werty line. The
substantial disparities in the levels of benefits available throughout the country are not justi-
fied by the variation :n living standards. Low benefits in many states undoubtedly cause
hardship in terms of hunger and homelessness in these areas.

The income safety net program for the elderly and disabled, Supplemental Security In-
come Program (SSI), also provides inadequate assistance. Benefit levels for those living alone
approximate three-fourths of the poverty line. Only half the states provide any supplementa-
tion, averaging a mere $36 per month. In addition, resource eligibility standards have been
eroded due to inflation since the program's inception.

As a result, millions of low-income elders and disabled persons do not qualify for SSI and,
therefore, also do not receive health insurance through Medicaid. Their chronic poverty and
inability to pursue employment opportunities warrant enhanced public benefits and emPl0Y-
ment assistance.

THEREFORE: Coupled with strategies to reduce poverty through increased employ-
ment, adequate incomes must be provided for those who cannot work, are temporarily out of
work, or are enrolled in training or educar::::: programs. A minimum standard of income
assistance should be established for all ch;idren and their families, including those with two
parents. Assistance standards for the elderly and disabled should be improved. And health
benefits should be available to all with incomes below the poverty line.

4t
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IV. ADDITIONAL INVESTMENTS SMOLT/ D BE MADE IN PRO-
GRAMS PROVEN SUCCESSFUL IN PREVENI1 .G FUTURE POVERTY
AND ITS ILL EFFECTS.

An effective and appropriate way to reduce future poverty and its costs to society is to
invest in preventive programs aimed at children and youth. WIC (the Special Supplemental
Food Program for 'Amen. Infants and Children). Head Start, Chapter I, and Job Corps are
among the federal programs that have proved effective in improving the health and earning
potential of tomorrow% adults. Such programs also reduce the need for later remedial atten-
tion, whether it be in the schools, hospitals or criminal justice system. Yet such preventive
programs fail to reach large proportions of their target populations.

THERE FORE: Additional investments should be made in preventive programs that pro-
vide children and youth with a better chance of escaping poverty Funding for programs of
proven effectiveness, such as WIC, Had Start, Chapter I, Job Corps and others. should be
extended to provide access to all eligible children.

Page 6
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X WELFARE POLICIES SHOULD AID BOTH ONE-AND TWO-PAR-
ENT FAMILIES IN NEED. EXISTING CHILD SUPPORT LAWS SHOULD
U MORE EFFECTIVELY ENFORCED.

Some poor families in Az..trica are maintained by mothers alone and others by two
parents, one or both of whom are experiencing unemployment. disability or economic disad-
vantage. Ware policies need to be designed to meet the needs of all variations of family
life without stigma or Preference.

In many states, social policies do not adequately accommodate the dual responsibilities
of the single parent Training and employment policies and programs effectively bar access to
single parents by failing to address their needs for child care, transportation, and long-term
income support

In about half the states, most two-parent families cannot receive Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, and in the remaining states availability of aid to two-patent unemployed
families is greatly limited. Such policies discriminate against two-parent families.

Efforts to enforce support of children by absent parents have increased in recent years,
but much more can be done in this area In 1983, only about S8 percent of women potentially
eligible for child support were awarded payments; of these, only half received the full amount
due and one-fourth received nothing. Thus, efforts to expand support awards and increase
collection of child support payments can be critical elements in alleviating poverty

THEREFORE: Coverage of two-parent families under Aid to Families with Dependent
Children should be required in all states and eligibility restrictions should be eased. Greater
responsiveness to the special needs of oneparent families should be emphasized, especially in
employment and training programs and child and dependent care services. There should also
be more effective implementation of current child support requirements.

4
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VL IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES ABOVE, THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD MAINTAIN A STRONG PRESENCE, arr.
TING MINIMUM BENEFIT STANDARDS, PROVIDING ADEQUATE RE-
SOURCES FOR EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS, AND SUPPORTING APPRO-
PRIATE AND EFFECTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVES.

The federal goverament must retain a central role in caring for America's poor if efforts
to increase their selfnufficiency and reduce their reliance on welfare are to be successful.
Progreim over the past 23 years in alleviating poverty increasing life expectancy and reducing
infant mortality is directly connected to the strong presence of the federal government
through a variety of social programs and policies. Any welfare reform efforts should build on
and improve the Current system, not diminish it.

Aventpfive years ago, our nation's elderly were three dines more likely to be poor than
the rest of the population. lbday this disparity has been eliminated, although certain sub-groups of the elderly women, minorities and persons over $3 remain at dire ecoamnic
risk. The matured= and expansion of benefits in Social Security is largely responsible for
this decline is poverty among the aged. In addition, the fact that the SSI program has a
federal minimum benefit level which is annually updated for inflation helps ensure that the
elderly poor do not fall more deeply into poverty each yeas A similar approach for children
and their families would significantly reduce the extent of poverty among than

Levels of assistance to destitute Americans should not vary dramatically due to dispari-
ties in local revenue bases or local prejudices about the poor. Oftentimes, national economic
forces create high unemployment and increased poverty in particular geographic areas. At a
time when these areas face the greatest demand for help, they may be least able to provide it.
It is important for the federal government to establish funding mechanisms and benefit stan-
dards to assure that all Americans in need receive minimum, adequate benefits Better coirdi-
nation of federal programs should occur and changes should be made to increase access and
reduce administrative burdens on participants and administrators.

Great care Should be taken not to waken or undermine this federal commitment by
consolidating, or tubing our programs. It is widely acknowledged that such in-kind assis-
tance as subsidized housing and medical care cannot be purchased on the open market by
persons with incomes at or near the poverty line. Fu, aiermore. recent experience has shown
that program consolidation, as in the education and job-training block grants, tends to reduce
federal financial support for low:scenic programs that are already underfunded. In all of
these areas, such u child care and nutrition, and others of importance to disadvantaged
persons, program elimination or consolidation would have an extremely adverse impact on low
income iodividaels and families

THEREFORE: Reforms are needed that build on and strengthen the current fed.
eral/state partnership in funding and administering the welfare system. A strong federal
presence is needed to provide minimally adequate benefits and a sufficient revenue source to
assure that all needy Americans have access to adequate food, clothing, shelter, health care
and employment opportunity The history of state and local efforts in providing for the poor,
including current disparities in performance, require that a strong federal role be maintained
in anti-poverty efforts.

Pagel
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The fallowig grasps and individuals have endorsed the Statement of Principles on Welfare
Reform. While each endorser may differ on the specifics of this document, all generally agree with
the principles set forth is it.

American Association of Mental Deficiency

Americas Association of Retired Persons

American Baptist Churches

American Jewish Committee

American Jewish Congress

American Public Health Association

Americans for Democratic Action

Arizona Coalition for Human Services

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN'

Bruce Babbitt, Governor of Arizona

Robert M Bell, Former Commissioner. U.S. Social Security Ad-

Bill Bolling, Director, Atlanta Community Food Bank

Bread for the World

Catholic Charities, USA

US. Catholic Conference

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities

Center for Law and Social Policy

Child Care Law 'eater

Child Welfare League of America

Children's Defense Fund

Children's Foundation

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)

Church of the Indira

Church %sea United

Wilbur Cohen, Former ..ceretar% US Depaitment of Health. Education and Welfare

Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism

Connecticut Association for Human Services

Consumers Union of US.

Diocese of the Armenian Church
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Disability NOM. Education and Defense Fund

US. Rep Thomas Downey

Peter Edelman. Georgetown University Law Center

Epilepsy Foundation of America

Robert H. Finch, Former Secretor% US. Department of Health. Education and Welfare

Dr. Arthur Flemming, Former Secretor% U.S Department of Health. Education and Welfare

Raymond L Flynn. Mayor of Boston

Florida Impact

Food Justice Programs

Food Research and Action Center (FRAC)

Friends Committee on National Legislation

US. Rep. Richard Gephardt

Gray Panthers

US. Rep. Gus Hawkins

Hunger Action Center

In Our Own Way

Interfaith Action for Economic Justice

Jesuit Social Ministries

Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago

Jobs With Peae Campaign

Barbara Jordan. Lyndon B. Johnson Centennial Chair in National Policy. LID School of Public Polic

US. Rep. Barbara Kennelly

Kentucky Task Force on Hunger

League of Women Voters

US. Rep Mickey Leland

US. Rep. Sander Levin

Dr. Michael Lipsky. Professor of Political Science. Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Lutheran Family and Children's Services of Missouri

Maryland Food Committee

US. Rep Robert Matsui

Mennonite Central Committee, US Peace Section. Washington Office

Michigan Welfare Rights Organization
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US. Rep George Mat
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National Amodatim of Social Workers
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Miami Iltmees Political Caucus

Nor* Dakota Climes Count

Bin O'Hare. Joint Curter for Political Studies

lathed ObreasseK New York State Senate Minority Leader

Opportunities bdustrmaizaboa Centers of America. Inc.

US. Rep. Loom Panes

Parents Without Partners

Nos. beam Wise Mier

Presbyteries' Ow* Sbatialtall OfTue

Reformed Chain! is America

Thu Rbodesimmab. Director, US Proarams for Save the Children

Statewide Eampscy Network for Social and Economic Security, New York State

fete Separmm Secretor% %tempos State Department of Social A Health Services

United Arno Maas

Uaised Food sad Commercial Stokers International Union

Mon **Nam NoNieum
US. See Lewd! Weider

Elizabeth Widestfak Director. Study Group on Social Security

Wider Opportunities For Women

Tama mad Poverty Project

Clerks Mods. Director, Tucson Community Food Bank
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
The Chair will recognize Cindy Marano at this time.

STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA MARANO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WIDER OPPORTUNITIES FOR WOMEN

Ms. MARANO. Good afternoon, Chairman Ford, and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee. I am going to discuss in greater length
two of the principles that were '-iveloped in the statement of prin-
ciples that Rob has been discus.. ; with you.

I speak first as a member of the coalition, but also from my expe-
rience with Wider Opportunities for Women, a national nonprofit
organization, specializing in the employment and training of
women. WOW has spent more than 20 years developing and per-
fecting employment, education, training, and job-related strategies
to improve the economic status of women and their families. Since
so many welfare recipients across the United States are female, we
believe that this experience stands us in good stead in recommend-
ing both principles and programs for you to consider in welfare
reform discussions in the 100th Congress.

WOW has initiated a second coalition of organizationsthe Na-
tional Coalition on Women, Work, and Welfare Reformwhich will
be bringing a proposal on welfare reform to the members of the
committee in the next several weeks. That coalition, which repre-
sents 30 national groups, has also prepared "Perspectives for
Women and Welfare Employment," a document outlining recom-
mendations to policymakers and advocates on the development of
employment initiatives for welfare recipients. Copies have been dis-
tributed with my testimony to each member of the committee.

Two principles I will discuss today are:
One, persons who work should be rewarded for their efforts.

They should receive income sufficient to support a family and
access to necessary health care and child care. Barriers to the em-
ployment of low-income persons should be eliminated.

Two, job opportunities, job counseling, training, education, place-
ment, and supportive services should be widely available as pri-
mary tools to prevent and overcome poverty.

Despite the barriers they encounter in the labor market, most
welfare recipients want the chance to work to support themselves
and their families. This has been documented repeatedly in studies
like that undertaken by the Coalition on Human Needs, by the
field hearings held by the President's task force, and by experi-
ments in States like Massachusetts and Maine. Yet no recipient
should be asked to take employment which results in a loss of
income or economic security for her or his family.

We believe that any initiatives you consider must tackle this dif-
ficult problem directly, providing paths out of poverty which will
result in a financial benefit to welfare recipients and their
We contend that the current income and basic benefits systvaas do
not provide economic security and that welfare employment initia-
tives must be designed to ensure both adequate basic needs and
pathways for achieving economic independence and security in the
long term.
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Elimination of recipients from the welfare rolls alone is not an
appropriate standard of performance for a welfare employment
program. The preparation and placement of recipients in perma-
nent private and public sector jobs with decent wages and benefits
are appropriate activities for a publicly funded welfare employ-
ment program and are worthy of considerable Federal investment.

Some would recommend that the way to achieve this might be to
reduce benefits as a way of stimulating recipients to enter training
or jobs. The coalition rejects this concept as both inhumane and
economically short4hted.

We ask that you assign a program which willomimprove the eco-
nomic prospects for welfare recipients and their f "lies. There are
several avenues you might consider in this regard.

A guarantee of livable benefits for those who cannot work imme-
diately; improvement of the wages of entry level jobs through rais-
ing the minimum wage; recognition of AFDC provisions which
allow welfare recipients to start businesses; provision of adequate
funding so that the necessary supportive services can be provided
so that recipients can be trained or find employment; investment
in education and training for jobs which can support the recipient
and his or her family; and transition services which continue wel-
fare benefits into the first year of employment so that recipients
will not risk family security in taking jobs.

Any new system designed should also provide adequate funding
to States to coordinate with current programs and to provide train-
ing for employees involved in administering the program. Certainly
the kind of case management approach that we heard about before
would be very helpful. Currently, a barrier to the self-sufficiency of
recipients is the host of mixed messages they receive in the com-
plex of programs they must untangle in order to enter training or
job assistance programs. Many are told that their benefits will be
reduced or eliminated if they enroll for training or education. This
is the sort of barrier we must eliminate.

As you design new welfare employment initiatives, other princi-
ples must come into play. Since recipients are a very varied popula-
tion, the menu of services offered must be similarly varied and in-
dividualized. The kinds of services offered will also be affected by
geographic and economic factors. States will have to have the flexi-
bility to design the appropriate mix of services, with standards of
appropriate services defined federally.

Some recipients will only need help locating a job and marketing
their well developW skills. Others, who have never worked for pay,
have been out of' the labor market longer, or whose skills are
lete, may need job counseling, skills assessment, skills training,
educational and literacy assistance, supportive services, job place-
ment help and other services in order to get economically sustain-
ing work. Still others may not be ready for training or a job. They
may face physical disabilities, family crises, dependent care respon-
sibilities, transportation barriers, which are unmet by public sys-
tems, and other obstacles which mean that job placement or job
preparation is not immediately appropriate or would require a
longer term planning process.

In some locales support services are in such scarcity that recipi-
ents cannot find the child care, housing, food, nutrition, or health
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care to concentrate on gettifg a job t. enterifg training. Recipients
cannot be penalized for these conditions. Nor can we overlook them
in our enthusiasm for creating self-sufficiency.

What you must consider in designing new welfare employment
programs is what we 1 ie learned from our past experience in de-

education and employment programs. We know, for exam-
ple, w t CETA cost and how it performed. We know the cost of
JTPA services and the common critique of how JTPA has
"creamed" to serve the most job ready. As a nation, we have exten-
sive experience with the development of employment tranmg pro-

for welfare recipients. A quick rundown cf what we _ owgrams
your agenda for the futt...ee:

Good job training and good job development are not inexpensive.
Providing quality services targeted for those who need them most
is more expensive than providing minimally helpful services to a
large number of people who may or may not benefit. Universal,
minimally helpful services L.:, e not, however, been demonstrated
to have a significant impact in achieving long term economic inde-
pendence among welfare recipients.

Quality services for those public assistance recipients who wish
to participate or are ready for education, training, or employment
will require a substantial public investmentprobably at a total
cost more than the average JTPA per participant cost of $3,000 to
$4,000. Massachusetts' Er choices pr )gram reports a $3,800 cost
per participant in a State with fairl' w unemployment, with the
participation of 30,000 welfare recip .s over a 3-year period.

Targeting services which are appropriate to individual recipients
requires a funded assessment process for those who are to be
served. Under many current programs, recipients are simply as-
signed to available training, placement, or education slots bearing
little relevance to their skills, educational needs, local labor
market realities, or career interests. We maintain that this is a
waste cf money. Individualized assessment would avoid this waste
of resources. But assessment also adds to the cost of services and
must be considered part of the prwam offered.

An experience encountered in Frano, Calif., demonstrates why.
Fresno planners for the GAIN program estimated that program
participants would move swiftly through job search, short-term
training, and into a job. In the initial skills testing program offered
at program startup, more than 60 percent of eligible participants
had reading and math skills below the 8th grade level. The pro-
gram had to be redesigned and program standards readjusted. But
funding based on earlier assumptions had already been dispersed.

Supportive services like child care, transportation, remediation,
English as a second language, and emergency assistance are criti-
cal in maintaining access to employment and training or education
services for welfare recipien" These services are capped under
JTPA at a cost of no more than 15 percent of States allocations.
Many States have spent only 10 percent on these services, but this
is for a population which includes other target populations for
which support services may be less needed.

In States which planned or promised these services to recipients
enrolled in welfare employment programs, costs are substantially
higher, sometimes reaching 50 percent of the cost of training. In
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many areas, these services are not available in large enough num-
bers for those currently enrolled in training and education pro-
grams. Long waiting lista now preclude access to available training.
To provide these services for all welfare recipients who volunteer
to enter training or employment programs would require invest-
ment in greatly expanded services. Certainly, the investment would
be worth the cost.

Finally, job development and job creating efforts must be built
into any new Federal welfare employment initiative. As has been
learned in Massachusetts, where unemployment has been low, mar-
keting of welfare unemployment program graduates to the State's
employers has been a critical aspect of the program. With higher
unemployment, these services are even more necessary. Employers
are not standing in line to hire economically disadvantaged clients
and/or welfare recipients with little work experience in locales
where experienced and highly skilled workers are having difficulty
finding jobs.

Marketing work with employers, aggressive job development, in-
centives for employers and tie-ins with the State and local econom-
ic development process are necessary and will pay off. The ET
choices program has involved 8,000 employers in the hiring ofpro-
gram graduates. But, such marketing and development components
also add to the cost of a quality program.

In summary, I urge you to consider what a quality education,
employment, and training program costs. This is the part of the
program needed by those welfare recipients ready to prepare for
long term self-sufficiency. Such a program would be an investment.
It would be coupled with other policy actions ensuring adequate
minimum supports for those not ready for or unable to work, im-
proved entry wages, and strengthened child support enforcement.
It would offer states the chance to design programs which match
the needs of their population and their economies. To provide leas
or to talk about cost savings is to ignore the employment and train-
ing lessons of the past and the realities of life of the poor in Amer-
ica. We encourage a more positive investment approach. Evidence
shows that such an approach can be successful and can result in
economic independence for welfare fir allies. Such an approach now
would be worthy of the term "welfare reform."

Thank you.
[An attachment to the prepared Statement follows:]
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PERSPECTIVES ON WOMEN AND WELFARE EMPLOYMENT

A publication of the National Coalition on Women,
Work and Welfare Reform

August, 1986

This publication represents the ,ollective perspectives and
work of the following coalition members:

American Friends Service Committee
Children's Defense Fund
Church Wmen United
Corporation for Enterprise Development
Displaced Homemakers Network
Federally Employed Women
The Friends Committee on National Legislation
The Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
National Commission on Working Women
The National Conference of Puerto Rican Women, Inc.
The National Women's Law Center
United Church of Christ, Office for Church in Society
Network: A Catholic Social Justice Lobby
Wider Opportunities for Women
The Women and Poverty Project
The Women's Equity Action League
YWCA cf the U.S.A., National Board
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PERSPECTIVES ON WOMEN AND WELFARE EMPLOYMENT

I. Introduction

The National Coalition on women, work, and Ullfare Reform
was formed in 1985 to address the emergence of new state and
federal welfare employment initiatives. The Coalition
represents national organizations concerned about the impact
of AFDC work programs and their requirements upon women and
their families. The list of member groups appears on the cover
of this publication. As a group, the Coalition works to
achieve state and national welfare policies which promote the
economic independence of public assistance recipients while
retaining a high degree of choice, flexibility, and respect
for persona] employment goals.

The Coalition spent its first six months assessing a
number of welfare employment initiatives being piloted in the
states and reflecting upon the analyses available on these
programs. During 1986-87, the Coalition will monitor the
development of new state efforts; provide public information
to administrators, advocates, the press, and policymakers at
the state and national levels on welfare employment
initiatives; monitor and analyze Administration welfare
proposals; and involve the local affiliates of involved
national organizations in policymaking and program monitoring
processes on the welfare employment issue.

Purpose of the Paper

This first Coalition publication has been developed to
alert local and state advocates to the presence of the
Coalition, to share the perspective of the Coalition on the
welfare employment issue, and to put forward several initial
strategies local advocates or policymakers might use in
considering proposed or ongoing welfare employment
initiatives. A list of additional resources on the issue are
offered at the c:ose of this publication, along with a list of
groups and individuals with expertise and interest in welfare
employment issues. Many of the Coalition's member
organizations have developed and are developing additional
resource materials on aspects of the employment of low-income
and welfare women.

The Coalition believes it is important for advocates and
policymakers at the local, state, and national levels to
participate in the welfare employment policy debate. Those
who advocate for women, for full employment, and for civil and
welfare rights have an important role to play in the
development of these policies. It is the role of these groups
working together to ensure that poor women retain the options
for meaningful and finanzially rewarding employment, for work
at hone caring for children, or for full-time education to

-1-
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prepare for economic self-sufficiency. For many ]ow- income
women, these options are being limited, restricted, or
foreclosed by punitive workfare policies. In other locales,
the traditional workfare concept has been transformed to mean
the development of a full complement of services designed to
protect and support a recipient's options and imest in her
preparation for economic independence. In a climate of
intense policy activity -- varying greatly from state to
state with regard to quality, ccmprehensivene3s, and cost --
communication, clarity, and committed effort will be necessary
to ensure effective services for welfart women.

This paper is designed to put forward our perspective and
to serve as a point of contact with others interested in
affecting welfare-to-work policy. We welcome the comments,
critical and and supportive, of colleague groups and
individuals working in this field.

II. WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT WORK AND WELFARE

1) Families turn to AFDC for many reasons.

The majority of families begin receiving AFDC because of
a change in family structure--divorce, separation, desertion
of a parent, death of a parent, or birth of a child. Others
turn to AFDC for support because they lose or cannot find a
job, suffer a loss of earnings, or become incapacitated.

While two-thirds of all APDC recipients are children,
nearly 90 percent of all AFDC families are maintained by women
alone. Child care responsibilities preclude many adults on
AFDC from seeking or maintaining employment. More than 60
percent of a]] AFDC families include children younger than age
six; almost 40 percent have children younger than age three.

2) Most adults on AFDC want to work.

Despite the difficulties they encounter in the labor
market, most AFDC recipients want the chance to get a decent
job which allows them to support their families. Half of all
adults on AFDC move off the welfare rolls within two years,
many finding their way back into the labor force on their own.
Others face multiple barriers to employment, including lack of
job skills and recent work experience, poor basic skills,
functional illiteracy, sex and race discrimination, lack of
transportation, and inadequate support services. Few are
encouraged to seek a wide range of career choices or to
consider nontraditional employment.

Unfortunately, the structure of AFDC frequently
discourages work effort. Recipients who find paid employment
are only slightly better off financially than those who rely
solely upon AFDC. They also run the risk of losing health

-2-
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insurance under Medicaid if their earnings make them
ineligible for AFDC benefits. Bureaucratic barriers such as
requirements to report in person to the welfare office on a
regular basis also make it difficult to hold a job without
losing AFDC eligibility.

Broader economic conditions also prevent AFDC recipients
from finding and retaining employment in many areas. The
nation's unemployment rate has not dropped below 6.5 percent
for more than six years, and 8.5 million Americans cannot find
work today. In some parts of the country, the official
unemployment rate still exceeds 10 percent. Among female
family heads, the unemployment rate was 11.5 percent in 1985.

3) Mandatory participation in work programs is counter-
productive.

Given the diversity of problem: and barriers to
employment which AFDC recipients face, an inflexible
requirement that all recipients participate ta work-related
activities makes little sense. Large numbers will choose to
take part in voluntary programs. This choice to participate
enhances the self-esteem of recipients while also
strengtheniny their awareness that they are responsible for
the decisions which lead to self-sufficiency.

A uniform mandate imposed on all AFDC adults also ignores
the great variation in their needs, life circumstances, and
communities. For some recipients, the most appropriate choice
is to care for a sick or disabled dependent or a very young
child rather than to participate in a work program. Efforts
to promote self-sufficiency must reflect this need for
flexibility and choice.

4) Some recipients need substantial help to become self-
sufficient.

Deficits in education, training, and work experience pose
major barriers to employment for many AFDC recipients. Fewer
than 40 percent of all adults on AFDC are high school
graduates. Among AFDC recipients required to register for the
Work Incentive (WIN) program in 1983, roughly 60 percent had
math skills below the eighth or ninth grade level and nearly
half had reading skills below that level. At least one in
four adults on AFDC has no prior work experience.

Such barriers can only be removed through substantial
investments to enhance the academic and job skills of adults
on AFDC. Required work assignments, or work relief, do not
yield lasting gains in future employment and earnings for most
AFDC recipients.

-3-
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5) No work program can succeed without jobs at the end.

Training programs for AFDC recipients are of little value
if poor employment conditions keep them from finding work. A
state which focuses only on employment preparation, without
also addressing the need for job creation and economic
development, runs the risk of squandering its investment.

The quality of job placements also is a key factor in
efforts to promote economic self-sufficiency. Employment
opportunities which canrot support families--including jobs at
the minimum wage, those in seasonal industries and those
without health insurance--may move families off AFDC
temporarily, but provide few prospects for long-term stability
and self-support. Preparation for high we and nontradi-
tional jobs for recipients should be a priority.

6) AFDC recipients cannot be asked to neglect their families.

AFDC parents need to be assured of adequate child care
and other supportive services in order to participate in
welfare-to-work programs. They also need transitional health
and child care assistance so that they are not in the position
of risking the well-being of their children when they accept
employment and move off the welfare rolls.

7) Genuine welfare reform is long overdue.

The AFDC program was created in 1935 primarily as a means
of meeting the income needs of widows with your children.
While the structure of the AFDC program has changed little
over the past fifty years, the nature of the AFDC population
has changed dramatically. The time has come to consider
genuine welfare reforms--and particularly changes in AFDC --
which reflect the needs of today's poverty population.

There will always be a neei for a basic cash assistance
program which assists those whc cannot, for whatever reasons,
support themselves. More effective welfare employment
programs by themselves can neither eliminate the need for a
strong system of income supports nor substitute for genuine
welfare reforms. At best, welfare employment programs
represent one important means of addressing the poverty
problem in the United States, increasing prospects for
employment and eventual self-sufficiency for a substantial
segment of the AFDC population but falling short of a complete
response tc their diverse needs.

-4-
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III. Putting Together a Meaningful Welfare Employment Program

The Coalition on Women, Work, and Welfare Reform has
observed the wide range of welfare employment initiatives
being designed in the states. To assist those considering or
responding to such programs, the Coalition has developed a
guide for advocates to use in assessing elements put forward
in such proposals. It is the perspective of the Coalition
that provision of a wide range of program elements and the
choice among these elements by welfare recipients is a
keystone for an effective welfare employment program.

The Coalition recommends that state policymakers and
administrators work to design a program offering as many of
the elements which follow as are possible. If it is not
fiscally possible to provide the wide range of services, it
seems appropriate to the Coalition to offer a broader sector
of employability services to a smaller population of
recipients while maintaining basic income supports, medical
assistance, food stamps, and other basic services for all the
eligible population. This kind of effort should provide a
proving ground for the employment and training components and
provide the time for building political support for a larger
scale effort.

The F:amework

Oversight Design and Coordination, Communication: An
effective self-sufficiency strategy requires that income
maintenance, supportive services, training, placement,
education, and economic development components be developed,
coordinated, and made accessible to applicants and clients.
This requires state-level agreement on the need for a
comprehensive self-sufficiency strategy and education for the
public on the wisdom and promise of such an approach. Some
form of cabinet council, set of interagency contracts, special
legislative or executive oversight committee is helpful, if
traditional agency and program boundaries are to be bridged.
Advisory bodies which include advocates and recipient groups
are also vital links for making the program work. The
framework for the program should be designed in anticipation
of the need to add and modify program elements. Training of
and communication among caseworkers and program deliverers is
vital. Assistance to participants in evaluating the options
and assessing the economic and personal consequences of each
option will be a critical step in program success.

Intake, Assessment, and Counseling: There should be visible
and well advertised intake points in each community which
determine eligibility, orient applicants and recipients to the
programs open to them, provide individual counseling and
assessment, and design, with the client, an individual plan
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for self-sufficiency. This element can be organized within a
public agency or contracted to a community-based organi-
zation.

Information, Innovation, and Evaluation: New program elements
should be built upon information gained from recipients and
the evaluation of previous programs. Evaluations should
collect data on direct and indirect outcomes and benefits over
the long term.

The Choices

Just as people become poor or different reasons, so they
will escape poverty through different routes. For some, the
appropriate strategy may be teachirg the skills of how to look
for a job. For many, it will require access to child care,
medical coverage for their children, and other supportive
services. For others, it will mean remedial education, skills
training or a college degree to make a permanent escape from
poverty. Still others may need help only in accessing
existirg jobs or beirg given support to create a job for
themselves.

In short, it must be understood that what is a road for
one welfare recipient may be a roadblock for another.
Training may be a dismaying waste of a recipient's time if she
already possesses marketable job skills. Just as clearly,
immediate placement in a low-wage, no-benefit job may only
ensure a rapid return to poverty for a woman for whom only
more education will make it possible to compete for a job that
is not marginal and can offer a permanent and adequate income
for her and her family.

Those seeking to escape poverty are best positioned to
make these choices if provided adequate information and real
options. They will gain or suffer as a result; their effort
and commitment will be required for any path to succeed.

A comprehensive menu of choices should include the
following:

A. TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Basic Skills Education: EducatiOnal programs should be
designed to develcp proficiency in reading, writing,
mathematics, and introduction to technology. English as a
second language may also be needed.

Job Training: Explicit linkages with training programs, such
as JTPA and vocational education, can and snould be developed
so that a reasonable portion of a state's training efforts
serve welfare recipients. Training for nontraditional jobs
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can be encouraged. Additional job training dollars might be
added from state coffers to improve recipients' access to
skills training.

Post-Secondary Education: Some of the 89% of AFDC recipients
who have not attended college, as well as many of the 11% who
have, are most likely to achieve self-sufficiency by entering
post-secondary education. Federal law allows welfare
recipients to recieve some types of student aid without
reduction of their welfare benefits. Improving knowledge and
reality of the option of post-secondary education, alerting
recipients to the means to finance it without loss of
necessary welfare support, and increasing the efforts of
state-supported colleges and universities to serve this
clientele are all needs around which action is appropriate.
Through such means, Maine doubled it:, college enrollment of
AFDC recipients in one year.

B. PLACEMENT

Job-Finding Skills: This choice entails creating supportive
job clubs, training in job search techniques, and help with
interviewing skills and resume preparation.

Placement Efforts: Linking participants with employers is
both a job development and marketing effort. Both are key
elements in an effective welfare to work program.

Grant Diversion: A funding mechanism designed to create jobs
for AFDC recipients, grant diversion provides employers with a
training/employment bonus in return for hiring recipients
for permanent jobs. See Bangster, et al., an MDRC report on
grant diversion in the resource bibliography, for further
information.

Supported Work: By providing comprehensive support services
and acting as an employment agency for welfare recipients,
supported work programs with a long history of success for
recipients are being operated in several states. For more
information on this strategy, see the resources listed in the
Bibliography at the close of this publication.

C. SUPPORT SERVICES

Childcare: Self-sufficiency is a family affair; to free the
head of household for any option, quality child care must
often be available. The $18 million state expenditure for
childcare vouchers for welfare recipients has been one key to
the success of Massachusetts' ET Choices' program. Assistance
in arranging for childcare is also often vital.
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Medical Care: In order for employment to be a viable and
responsib e option for an AFDC mother, it is important to
insure that she have medical coverage either through Medicaid
or health insurance provided on the job. States are required
under federal law to provide four months of additional
Medicaid coverage after the loss of eligibility for AFDC due
to an increase in a recipient's income. When a recipient
loses AFDC eligibility due to the expiration of the earned
income disregard, Medicaid eligibility must continue for an
additional nine months and, at state option, it may continue
for another six months after that. Few, if any, states have
adopted this additional six-month option although it could be
of enormous assistance in facilitating a recipient's
transition into the work force.

Work Expenses: Working often entails added transportation,
food and clothing expenditures which can heavily burden the
transition to employment for an AFDC recipient. Federal law
recognizes the existence of work-related expenses and requires
that $75 be deducted from a recipient's income in computing
AFDC eligibility. However, since this $75 must also cover
taxes (AFDC eligibility is computed on gross income), it does
not go very far. Depending on state law, vendor payments and
in-kind contributions may be useful avenues to pursue in
assisting recipients with work expenses. It is important to
clarify, however, that state law would not count such
assistance as income used to offset an AFDC grant or deny
eligibility. In addition, child care expenses of up to $160
per child may be deducted from earned income on top of the $75
work expense deduction.

Life Skills: This choice entails pre-employment program
approaches which build self-esteem, improve assertiveness,
build physical fitness and improved nutrition, provide peer
support, develop budgeting and financial skills, and explore
problem-solving skills.

O. JOB CREATION

Linkage with Economic Develpment Projects: All government-
assisted projects which create jobs should be asked to provide
referral to welfare recipients. These efforts should be
consistent with ongoing affirmative action regulations.

Self-Employment: For some welfare recipients the only way
they will acquire a job is to create one for themselves.
Thirty percent of AFDC recipients surveyed recently by the
Minnesota State Planning Office said they had considered
starting a business to sustain themselves and could name the
specific business. In Europe, many thousands of unemployed
persons have taken advantage of welfare programs that allow
recipients tO continue receiving benefits while becoming
self-employed.
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E. PROTECTION OF RECIPIENT RIGHTS

Finally, a key ingredient in an effective state welfare
employment initiative will be the development of regulations
and grievance processes which protect a recipient's capacity
to move from one element to another without penalty if an
option is not satisfactory and to refuse program offerings
which do not meet the recipient's needs.

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR STATE POLICYMAKERS AND ADVOCATES

1) Begin by finding out what your state has to work with.

Virtually every state is already making some efforts to
move AFDC recipients into permanent jobs. Before starting any
new welfare-to-work initiative, it is important to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of current state activities under the
Work Incentive (WIN) program, the federal Job Training
Partnership Act, Single Parent and Homemaking programs funded
through Vocational Education, and other educational or
training efforts zerving disadvantaged persons.

This assessment of current programs is an essential first
step in building more effective state policies. Only after
developing a clear picture of the state's current capacity to
provide education, training, and support services to AFDC
recipients and the outcomes of these efforts is it possible to
set reasonable goals and plans for the future.

2) Start small and commit to a long-term effort.

Setting up a comprehensive state system to help AFDC
recipients move toward employment and self-sufficiency is a
difficult and complex task. States which attempt to do too
much too quickly--particularly by trying to move employment
and training services to the entire AFDC population --can
quickly become overwhelmed and undermine the effectiveness of
their efforts. In addition, while income support and other
basic services are needed by the full AFDC population, other
services will be more individualized and planning will be
critical.

An incremental approach often yields better results. By
starting with a manageable program and building on success,
states can avoid stretching resources too thin and still
achieve lasting gains for many AFDC recipients.

3) Emphasize voluntary participation.

Given the complexities of welfare-to-work programs, it
makes sense to work with AFDC recipients who want to work and
are eager to participate.

74-993 0 - 87 - 3
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A focus on voluntary participation builds broad public
support for the program. It also strengthens the dignity,
self-esteem and decisionmaking responsibility necessary for
AFDC recipients to make the transition from welfare to work.

4) Concentrate on more intensive investments.

In welfare-to-work programs,
what you pay for. Research shows
such as job search assistance may
most employable participants into
not result in more significant or
to-employ.

as in many areas, you get
that low-cost interventions
prove useful in moving the
jobs more quickly, but do
lasting gains for the hard-

The rost substantial and lasting increases in employment
and earnings are achieved when programs make intensive
investments in education, training and employment preparation
for the most disadvantaged of AFDC recipients. Rather than
providing a quick "band-aid" solution, this approach changes
lives and can lead te long-term self-sufficiency.

5) Keep the focus on lasting gains in employability.

States which promise quick results or large savings in
AFDC costs set themselves up for failure. Demonstration
projects in several states have clearly shown that welfare-
to-work programs at best result in modest reductions in
welfare expenditures and in the short term may actually cost
more than they save.

To measure the effectiveness of welfare-to-work
initiatives states must look beyond welfare savings to examine
how well programs are enhancing the employability of AFDC
recipients. Strong ronitoring and data collection to document
the impact of state programs is essential in order to maintain
public support and to improve program effectiveness.

6) Devote a portion of available resources to job creation
and other "welfare prevention" strategies.

By focusing only on welfare-to-work efforts, states run
the risk of setting up a perverse system which only helps
struggling individuals and families after they turn to AFDC
for assistance.

At least a portion of a state's resources should be set
aside for investments in prevention--programs and policies
which stimulate job creation and preparation for well-paid
work--so that families have a better chance for independence
without reliance upon welfare systems. Remedial education,
literacy, and job training programs targeted to low-income
teenagers and adults are important components of any
prevention strategy.
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7) Learn from the experience of other states.

During the past few years, a number of states have
launched ambitious experiments designed to help AFDC
recipients move into permanent employment at wages which allow
them to support their families. The many lessons derived from
these efforts now constitute a valuable resource for any state
seeking to improve its own programs in this important area.

8) Address the "isms" in society, which affect AFDC
recipients.

The sexism, racism and other forms of discrimination
which affect the employment of minority and other groups in
our society also affect the employment of AFDC recipients.
For welfare employment programs to be successful in Placing
AFDC recipients in meaningful jobs, the enforcement of equal
employment ocnortunity statutes in the state and the awareness
among both recipients and caseworkers of EEO systems,
procedures, and :ecipicit rights are critical. State
administrators and policymakers can play a vital role in
seeing that the link is made and that enforcement occurs.

Summary

The National Coalition on Women, Work, and Welfare Reform
provides this publication and the resource bibliography which
follows to encourage more active participation in the
development of welfare employment programs at all levels.

The Coalition can provide resource persons, speakers, or
other assistance to colleague groups at the local, state, or
national level interested in affecting or monitoring welfare
employment policy.
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Contact: Cliff Johnson, Director of Youth Employment
Area of Expertise: Research and policy analysis on employment
and training programs, inclvding WIN and welfare-to-work
initiatives; policy development to oromote self-sufficiency
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Rubie Coles, Senior Associate
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Area of Expertise: Training and technical assistance to local
programs serving displaced homemakers. Policy analysis and
publications on vocational education, JTPA, health insurance,
minority women, retirement equity, and child support
enforcement. Administer network of over 700 women's education
and employment programs.

Federally !Employed amen
1010 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 821
Washington, DC 20005
202-638-4404
Contact: Chris de Vries, Legislative Director
Areal Expertise: Policy analysis and publications on pay
equity; civil service retirement systems; federal budget
initiatives; equal employment opportunity; and affirmative
action. Provide training for federally employed women.

National Commission on NOrking Women
1325 G Street, NW, (LL)
Washington, DC 20005
202-737-5764
Contact: Sandra Porter, Executive Director
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reports and advocacy.

The National Urban League
Washington Operations
111 14th Street, NW
Sixth Floor
Washington, DC 20005
202-898-1604
Contact: Douglas Glasgow, Vice President

Bob McAlpine, Congressional Liaison
Area of Expertise: Legislation and advocacy on welfare
reform. Policy analysis.

National Women's Law Certer
1616 P Street, NW, Suit': 100
Washington, D: 20036
202-328-5160
Contact: Ellen V.v.gyas
Area of Expertise: Legal requirements for AFDC grants
particulary in the areas of education, child care, and
Medicaid extension.
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NETWORK: A Catholic Social Justice Lobby
806 Rhode Island Avenue, NE
Washington, DC 20018
202-526-4070
Contact: Nancy Sylvester, I.M.H., National Coordinator
T- Expertise: Feminization of poverty; the Parental and

Medical Leave Act; pay equity; and plant closing legislation.

United Church of Christ, Office for Church in Society
110 Maryland Avenue, NW, Suite 504
Washington, DC 20002
202-543-1517
Contact: Patrick Conover
Area of Expertise: Legislative Advocacy.

Wider Opportunities for Wen
1325 G Street, NW (LL)
Washington, DC 20005
202-638-3143
Contact: Wendy Adler, Policy Analyst

Cindy Marano, Executive Director
Area of Expertise: Training provider for local welfare
recipients. Advocacy, analysis, and publications on JTPA,
welfare employment, Voc Ed, and related issues affecting
women. Administer network of programs and advocates on
women's employment. Consultation to state agencies.

The Women and Poverty Project
c/o WOW
1325 G Street, NW, (LL)
Washington, DC 20005
202-638-3143
Contact: Diana Pearce, Director
Area of Expertise: The impact of workfare on women in
povet*v; historical background and context of workfare; social
science analysis of program results, including critique of
evaluation studies; network of academic and non-academic
advocate women knowledgeable about workfare projects in their
locales.

Women's Equity Action League
1250 I Street NW, Suite 305
Washington, DC 20005
202-898-1588
Contact: Char Mollison, Executive Director

Pat Reuss, Legislative Direct
Betty Garrett, Dependent Care
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Area of Expertise: Specializes in women's economic issues
through research, public education, publications litigation,
and lobbying. Current issues include: pensions, taxes,
social security, insurance, dependent care, civil rights,
women in business, and women in the military.

YWCA of the U.S.A., National Board
726 Broadway
New York, New York 10003
212-614-2829 (NY)

624 9th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001
202-628-3636 (DC)
Contact: Helen Parolla, Coordinator of Public

Public Policy
Jo Uehara, Washington Representive

Area of Expertise: Employment training issues
women. Local programs and advocates for women'

Affairs and

affecting
s employment.

For further information on the National Coalition on Women,
Work, and Welfare Reform, contact Wider Opportunities for
Women, 1325 G Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005. (202-
638- 3143). Additional copies of this publication can be
purchased from WOW for $5.00 pre-paid.
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Chairman Foan. Thank you very much, Ms. Marano, and to each
of the panelists.

I am going to ask if the panelists would leave the witness table
for a few minutes and come back at a !mar time. We are fortunate
to have with us one of our Senators from New York, who is chair-
man of the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Social Security and
Family Policy, and we understand that he is running on a tight
schedule. I would like to recognize the senior Senator from the
State of New York, a friend of welfare reform, a friend of children
in this Nation, and my good friend, this great person, Senator
Daniel Moynihan.

We are delighted to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIH 4N, A. U.S. SENA-
TOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK, AND CHAIRMAN, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY,
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is an honor to
be back before this honorable committee.

I have got to leave in very short order, as a matter of momentous
consequence is to be voted on on the Senate floor, namely, commit-
tee budgets. And I must get over, as you understand, and I will be
brief. But I have a statement I would like to ask if I might put in
the record.

Chairman Foan. Without objection.
Senator MoYNIHAN. I think it might be helpful if I say a few

words to my friends here, just to give them a sense of what we are
thinking about on our side, sir. You did us a great honor to come
over and testify Friday morning when we began our hearings, and
Tom Downey did the same, and we can sort of bring you up to
speed on that.

Last night, of course, the President did speak about the matter.
He spoke in his State of the Union Message a year ago about a new
national welfare strategy, and I think many of you would have
seen the factsheets that they put out on that. There is a possibility
that this can be the kind of event in the 100th Congress that tax
reform was last "me around. It is real. We should rot assume that
we can't do this, Liecause to the contrary, we do a lot of things if we
get together.

On our side we have begunI don't speak to any consensus, but
I speak to an emerging feeling, that probably you can't reform
what we call welfare. You have just got to have a new system of
child support.

What we call welfare is a 52-year-old program that was put in
place in 1935, as a temporary bridge to get families, mothers with
dependent children, widows, over that period of time until families
would have qualified for survivors insurance.

President Roosevelt gave mothers and children two sentences in
his message to Congress on the subject. A little more space was de-
voted to old age assistance. It would take time for the Social Secu-
rity system to mature so that workers would retire with full bene-
fits. He said about 30 years. He was right. They knew what they
were talking about. In the meantime there was the old age assist-
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ance grant program. AFDC was meant, in the same way, to tide
over widows and orphans until survivors insurance matured. But
that was another age. The typical AFDC recipient was seen as a
West Virginia coal miner's widow. If there was an industrial acci-
dent, and the one breadwinner in the family died; then there was
AFDC.

That is a different situation from what we now face. Whatever
else we know, we know we don't have political support for this pro-
gram. We p.m all in the business of winning support for issues in
public life. Since 1970, we have seen the provision for children
under this title of the Social Security Act, decline in real terms by
one-third. No other recipients of Social Security have seen their
benefits decline a nickel. They have typically seen them go up and,
at minimum in recent years, maintained. Only children have had
their benefits cut. Not a nickel, but a one-third cut.

After you left, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Downey, that grand old
gentleman, Arthur Fleming, testified before us. He was Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare under President Eisenhower. I
will give a little statistic about the last 10 years.

Going back to 1976, you have a mother with two dependent chil-
dren, a rather common family, as a matter of fact. She works and
she earns up to 75 percent of the poverty line. In 1976, the combi-
nation of her earnings, food stamps, and AFDC benefits would have
brought her family above the poverty line in 46 States out of 50;
last year, the number was 8 States. That what we have done to
children in the lad decade. We have really hurt them. If you set
out to hurt a grcup of the population, you couldn't have done so
more deliberately than what we have done inadvertently.

Just a little point on the future. Fifteen years ago, our birth rate
fell below the reproduction level. You ought never to waste a
child's life. We don't have any children to waste. You have to take
a good look at the way we are behaving. It is astonishing. The ele-
mental fact is that the median child in America now lives part of
his or her life as a child in a single parent family. As a matter of
fact, only 40 percent of children reaching 18 live all their lives in a
two parent family. Two natural parents. So child support becomes
an issue.

How do you design a system in which those children don't suffer
the damage which we can show happens to children who are in
that situation and at low levels of income?

We see two, three general propositions. I will say them very
quickly, then I will answer such questions as you might have.

The first proposition we see emerging is a consensus that parents
have got to assume responsibility for their children. Now, in most
cases that means the male parent. We have begun to find out what
a terrible blow divorce is to most women.

I said after you left, Mr. Chairman, that when I was a boyTom
remembers thisgrowing up in New York City, reading the Daily
News, the Daily Mirror, I had the impression that only millionaires
got divorced. That was the only thing I read about the Vanderbilts.
But of course it is just the other way around. The lower your level
of income and education, the higher the likelihood of divorce, and
the provision r4 child support is just awful.

s
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Only 58 percent of American women raising children alone have
court orders for child support. Of those 58 percent, half get paid in
full, one-quarter get paid in part, and one-quarter don t get paid
anything. If you distinguish between black, Hispanic, and white,
the ratios are very, very much to the disadvantage of black women.
The average payment for black women, those who get child sup-
port, is $1,400 a year. Not enough to raise a child.

The second area of consensus which is very important, and it has
happened in our lifetimethere's not one person on this committee
who can't remember itis that women have gong to work. They
used not to be in the labor force. Fifty years ago they weren't sup-
posed to be in the labor force. In my State of New York, I can say
to Ms. Kennelly, as late as 1950, if a school teacher got married,
she had to leave her job. You couldn't have a married woman
teaching school. She was supposed to be home.

Married women are in the work force, and they are there perma-
nently. Their education demands it of them, and the economy de-
mands it of thcir families. The proportion of women with children
under age 6 in the labor force is 54 percent. Consequently, one as-
sumes a dependent family mother will do what other mothers do:
workat least part time. In this way, she will contribute to the fi-
nancial security of her children. If the father's child support pay-
ments, plus the mother's earned income is not enough, then you
start adding public support.

The third area in which we find agreement is that if you are
going to ask women to work, you have to make it possible for them
to do so. You have heard Ms. Marano, you have to make it possible,
and that involves the Federal Government.

The last thing I would point out is that there is nothing in these
general emerging ideas that we don't have, in some way, in place.
Since 1950 we have been trying to enforce parental child support
obligations. We have had job training programs. We know some-
thing about this we didn't know 30 years ago.

I feel strongly that we can do something and I very much appre-
ciate the honor of coming before your committee and saying these
few words.

[The statement of Senator Moynihan follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
Or Nsw YORE, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY
POLICY, SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me here today to discuss a subject that de-
mands our urgent attention: the well-being of our children. Your leadership in this
area is oft demonstrated and I look forward to working closely with you and the
members of this Subcommittee as the 100th Congress proceeds.

Last evening, we heard President Howson deliver his State of the Union address.
He said he would submit to the Congress, next month a "new national welfare strat-
egy" to reform the existing system and to "finally break the poverty trap." If the
President is willing to work on overhauling the current family welfare system, he
will find many of us in Congress ready to work with him. We may be able, in this
100th session of Congress, to bring about genuine social change

Such change is much needed. As you noted, at least wee 4 hearing before the
Senate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy, the p.incipal procram
now supportifg poor children, Aid to Families with Dependent Children 'AFDC),
does not offer poor families the hope of becomifg self-sufficient.

I agree. And as a result, I suggested that our objective should be to replace the
AFDC program, for this half-century old program cannot be "reformed." Replace it
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with a national system of child supporta system that relies first and foremost on
parents to support their children. It is essential that we do so, because the majority
of children born today, 60 percent, will live in single-parent families before reaching
their 18th birthdays.

Comequently, we should require that, in single-parent families, the absent parents
(practically always fathers) pay a portion of their income to help support their
children. And we should require that a custodial parent (practically always mothers)
ordinarily help support their children by working, at least part-time, outside the
homewhile at the same time providing work and training opportunities for those
parents. Finally, if parental support payments plus earnings still leave a household's
income below a stipulated minimum benefit level, we should provide for our children
with public support.

MERGING CONSENSUS

At the hearing of the Senate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
last Friday, we were impressed by the bipartisan consensus that seems to be emerg-
ing around these themes.

First, there is ecment that parents must assume responsibility for their children.
According to the US. Census Bureau, in 1983 there were 8.7 million women caring
for children whose fathers were absent from the home. Only 58 percent of them had
court orders or agreements to receive child support; 42 percent did not. Of the 58
percent with court orders, only half received the full amount due them, a quarter
received partial payment, and the remaining quarter received nothing.

The problem effects mothers regardless of race, ethnicity, or region, although we
do know that black mothers and mothers of Spanish origin living apart from the
fathers of their children are less likely than their white counterparts to be awarded
child support. According to data summarized by the Ways and Means Committee
last year, 70 percent of white mothers are awarded child support payments,

to 44 percent of Spanish-origin mothers, and 34 percent of black mothers.
com-pared

mothers also receive larger child support payments per year ( ;2,475 in 1983),
on average, than black ($1,465) and Spanish-origin ($1,839) mothers.

Child support enforcement is a responsibility that crosses income lines. All chil-
dren are entitled to parental support. All custodial parents, mothers in 90 percent of
all single-parent households, have a right to expect the absent parents to help sup-
port their children.

Systematic enforcement of child support obligations is something we've just begun
to do, despite that fact that Congress first passed child support legislation in 1950
(the Nmtion of Law Enforcement Officials, or the so-called NOLEO Amend-
ment). But as these data show, we can and must do a better job of enforcing paren-
tal support obligations.

A second area of consensus has to do with work. Whether children live with both
parents or just one able-bodied parents have a responsibility to support their chil-
dren by working. Ideally, in a two-parent family, at least one parent ought to be
working full time. In a single-parent family, there is general agreement that the
parent, usually the mother, work outside the home, at least part-time.

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 70 percent of all mothers with chil-
dren aged six to 18 years are working at jobs outside the home; 54 percent of moth-
ers with children under the age of six are working; and even 51 percent of mothers
with children under the age of three are working.

What is disturbing, however, is that many of these working mothersare still poor.
In his statement before the Senate Subcommittee last Friday, Dr. Arthur Flemming,
former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under President Eisenhower,
pointed out that in 1986, if a parent with two children were earning income equiva-
lent to 75 percent of the poverty line, her earnings, together with AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits, would lift her family above the poverty line in only eight states.
Just ten years before, in 1976, the same household would have escaped poverty in 46
states.

A single parent ought not to be poor and dependent on the welfare system when
she is both working and fulfilling her child-rearing obligations. That is why I stress
the importance of developing a new child support system that will rely, primarily,
on parental support payments from the absent parent, plus earned income. Togeth-
er these sources of income ought to free mothers and their children from relying on
public subsidies.

Should a combination of parental support payments and earnings still be insuffi-
cient to care adequately for these children, then tii le-limited government assist-
ance, in the form of a child support supplement to the custodial parent, ought to be
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made available. If after a reasonable period of time, say, two years, the custodial
parent has not secured a job, she would be provided a public work, training, or edu-
cation assignment as a condition of continued public support.

A thind source of agreement stems from the second: If we air to expect single par-
ents to go to work, then we must put in place the supportive services that will enable
such parents to train for, secure, and retain jobs outside of the home. For example,
job-training and work experience programs, together with child care 6.4-vices, are a
must.

Numerous witnesses also testified to the importance of providing poor working
parents with access to health care coverage for their families. The loss of Medicaid
benefits for working parents making the transition from welfare to work may pose a
major disincentive to work. As you, Mr. Chairman, and others pointed out last
week, we may have to mandate the extension of Medicaid benefits to poor house-
holds with young children, rather than leave that option to the states.

In short, the recurring theme sounded by the witnesses at last week's hearing, is
that of a new "social contract." A contract in which parents agree to assume the
primary financial responsibility for their childrenabsent parents by paying child
support and custodial parents by working as much as is practicable. In exchange,
the rest of us, through temporary government assistance, will assure that children
and the families raising them receive adequate income and health care.

THE WHYS AND WHEREFORES OF THE NEW CONSENSUS

We have been tc=to overhaul the AFDC program for the last two decades. We
have not been su . I think there is a reasonable explanation for our inability
to agree on how to reform this program.

To begin with, the AFDC program was never intended to cope with the social re-
alities of the 1980's. It was designed, in 1935, to be a short-term transitional pro-
grama bridge to tide over the widows and orphans who had not yet qualified for
the Survivors Insurance program, enacted into law in 1939.

It was not to be. Rather than "withering away," the AFDC program grew. Instead
of becoming a residual program that would supplement a fully mature Survivors In-
surance program, in 1986, AFDC supported some 7 million children, double the 3.3
million children receiving Survivors benefits.

AFDC did not recede into the shadow cast by Survivors Insurance for two impor-
tant reasons.

1. Increase in Female-Headed Households.First, an earthquake shuddered
through the American family structure. Only a minority of American children may
now expect to reach age 18 having lived continuously with their natural parents. In
1985, 22 percent of children under age 18 were already living with one parent. But
60 percent of all children born in 1985 can expect to live in a single-p cent family
before reaching their 18th birthdays.

Divorce accounts for some 68 percent of such single-parent families, separation
eight percent, illegitimacy another 20 percent, and, finally, death of a spouse a mere
three percent.

In 1935, when AFDC was enacted into law, female-headed families were the ex-
ception, not the rule. It was assumed that children lived in two-parent families in
which Father earned the family income and Mother stayed home to keep house and
raise their children. hi 1935, it was popularly assumed that the typical AFDC bene-
ficiary was a married woman whose husband died in an industrial accidentthe
West Virginia coal miner's widow, for example.

Divorce and illegitimacy did not much figure in policymakers' thinking in the mid
1930s. Today, these two factors account for 88 percent of all single-parent families.
AFDC was not dosigned to respond to single-parent families formed under these cir-
cumstances and we should not be surprised, therefore, by its failure to respond ade-
quately.

2. Women in the Workforce. The second reason for AFDC's troubles may be
traced to the vastly changed expectations regarding women working outside of the
home. Half a century ago, when AFDC was designed, married women did not work.
Young widows with children did not work. The mothers' pensions operated by most
states prior to the Social Security Act were intended to provide income to tat
mothers so that they could remain at home to raise their children. Both the
program and the Survivors Insurance program were based on the same premise:
Women should stay at home to raise their children.

Things have changed. More than half of all mothers with children under the age
of six work outside the home. The entrance of so many mothers into the workforce
has irrevocably changed our attitudes towards mothers receiving AFDC.

82



76

We now require certain AFDC mothers to seek and accept work outside of the
home; but e do not adequately fund the endeavor. If we are serious, we must
design and implement a work, training, and education program that will enable
these single mothers to qualify for and retain jobs. Supportive services, such as child
care and medical coverage, that make working outside the home possible, must also
be included.

AFDC CANNOT MUSTER POLITICAL SUPPORT

Sn, aside from all of the AFDC program's more i eadily identifiable illsthe im-
possibly high tax rates on earned income, the inequitable benefit structure, the in-
adequate benefit payments in many stateswe have a program that cannot com-
mand stable political support.

A program that was designed for poor widows will not be supported in a world
where mothers are poor because they are unsupported by their divorced husbands
or because they are unwed. A program that was designed to pay mothers to stay at
home with their children cannot succeed when we now observe most mothers going
out to work.

This political ambivalence helps to explain why AFDC benefits, alone among
Social Security Act entitlements, have been allowed to decline in value. In the last
16 years, in constant dollars, AFDC payments In the median state declined by a
third.

This, mind, of 1 e eh_ -.)ceiving such benefits. In 1985, there were '2 million
poor children in the Ur States. Only seven million were receiving AFDC bene-
fit.

WE DON'T HAVE CHILDREN TO WASTE

A society cannot long prosper if it 'spenders its children. And we do not have
children to waste. The birth rate in America fell below the level necessary to main-
tain the population 15 years ago. With 20 percent of our children now poor, what
sort of fu can our country hope for? How will these ill-fed, ill-sheltered, ill-edu-
cated chi keep the American economy competitive in the world market? How
will they -image to produce enough to care for us, as we age'

We must finally concede that the AFDC program cannot be reformed. It must be
replaced with a new system of child support.

Chairman FORD. Sr-lator, thank you vey much. I will be very
brief because I am au, that there are oth.er members of the panel
that would like to raise some questions.

What happened in 1975, what happened before 1975, why is it
that welfare reform has failed in the Congress before'? How can we
correct some of those mistakes from 1975 to try to make

Senator MOYNIHAN. I %Ian speak with an awful lot of experience
on that. First, any welfare reform ti. it assumed that there should
be some provision for work on behalf of recipients was immediately
stigmatized as punitive. You seemed to be singling out poor moth-
ers, making them w' rk when other mothers did not. It was not
from reality. Reality has since changed dramatically.

The second thing is that you faced such horrendous marginal
rates of taxation on any earnings.

The third is you had very different attitudes from different arts
of the country about the subject. The country was not uni, led.

It is my best judgment, sir, I don't have- -
Chairman FORD. Two other comments. You talked about

support. We have a child suf?ort system in place today. What
changes are neeu You talked about AFDC stigma. What can we
replace it with? You have mentioned the child support shortage.
Are we talking about a child support system that we have already
enacted, or are we talking about the AFDC program being devel-
oped into a child support system?
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Senator MOYNIHAN. I would like to answer. I can give a better
answer in about 4 weeks after we have heard everybody out. I
would have to say to you, sir, we don't have a child support system
in place. We have parts of one. It misses too many of the people
who need it.

One child in five right now, if you round out the numbers, is
poor. For the first time in American history the largest, poorest
group in our population is comprised of children. It is not some
Danish paradise where there are 100 poor people aad 7 ofthem are
hermits and thr rest are sons of fishermen who haven't had much
luck in the last 3 years. A quarter of our hildren are born poor. If
you are under 6, you are seven times more likely to be poor than if
you are 65.

What kind of people are we?
And of the 12 million children who are poor right now, 7 million

receive government benefits, 5 million receive none.
Chairman FORD. These are children under 12 years?
Senator MOYNIHAN. I make the case for a universal system. The

present system is much too happenstance to succeed, and does not.
Mr. Chairman, if I am going to have any more hearings in the

Finance Committee Subcommittee on Social Security and Family
Policy, I think I had better get over and vote for my budget.

Chairman Fr'w. All right. Let me yield to Mr. Tawny here, who
is ranking.

Mr. Dow Nor. Let me say that I want the Senator to have more
hearings and I welcome him. T am excited by this, as you can a .
We have a great gift in New York in our senior Senator, someone
who is prepared to play an important role in this, and Pat, there
are a number of questions that I will save for

Senator MOYNIHAN. Could I ask for questions in writing, Mr.
Chairman?

Chairman FORD. Sure.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chandler, you have been very patient,

and gentlemenSandy, I see you are down there as a ringer. If I
got questions in writing I would return them within 48 hours and
make it part of the record.

Chairman FORD. We want you to know we want to work very
closely -ith you and your subcommittee as we move along.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Sir, it falls to us. If this happens in the
100th Congress it will be your subcommittee and ours. That is not
the worst opportunity in life.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
We will ask the panelists that left the table prior to the Senator,

to come back, and I would like to recognize Mr. Downey of New
York at this time for any questions of the panel.

Mr. DOWNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think that, first, let me say that the testimony was all excellent

and I have had an opportunity to go through it aad I just want to
start asking some questions about what some of these proposals or
ideas, and I realize some are faced with nobody thinks these
things will happen right awayand some concepts, how we are
going to pay for some of this stuff, because Congressman Russo,
who is now chairman of the Income Security Budget Task Force in
the Budget Committee, has assured me that we will have to talk to
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him if we want to spend any more money on these proposals, and
that he is not prepared to be generous, but he is prepared to have
an open mind. That did not sound too encouraging but it Is still
something we need talk about.

Let me start with Mr. Heintz. There were one or two points that
you made that I wanted to talk about. You were talking about
things that work in Connecticut and also this very important con-
cept of investment and mutual responsibility. In New York State
I don't know if you are familiar with thisa welfax e reform panel
produced, "A new Social Contract," which they have submitted to
my Governor, which I have had an opportunity to review, which
also strikes me as the way we want to talk about thiswe expect
certain things from you. We want you to work, we want you to get
awe are going to help you to be educated and we in turn are
going to offer a certain level of services to help you to be self-suffi-
cient.

One of the things that I have heard about ET for instance, in
Massachusetts, is that it skips the people who already ore employ-
able and puts them to work, and in many instances those folks
would be going to work anyway, that it really doesn't address the
more hard core unemployed who are going to be very tough to
employ.

What has your experience been in Connecticut? Hove you been
able to put hard core unemployable people to work, a Ad if so, how
have you been able to do it, and how, if you can give me some fig-
ures as to how much that would cost. Could we do that on a nation-
wide basis?

Mr. Hamm. Sure.
Thank you. Let me say that the commissioner in the State of

New York has been both an active participant in our committee as
well as the committee that reported to Governor Cuomo in recent
weeks.

I think that all successful State welfare job programs do have a
high percentage of people being helped who mignt on their own
also succeed. I think the programs help them succeed quicker and
that is valuable in and of itself.

In addition, though, ET in Massachusetts, the Job Connection in
Connecticut, GAIN in California, programs in States all across this
country, are beginning to really focus in on a much more difficult
problemthe families with lower skills, with lower educational at-
tainment, with no work history, with terrible problems with Eng-
lish as a primary language, with a terrible morale problem, with
no self-esteem and no sense of a future.

Wh at we are finding is exactly what we have reflected in our tes-
timony and which you have repeated, Mr. Downey. That is, if you
begin to work with them and in to take the longer view, and
recognize that we are not going to have the success with every
family that we can have with those who we are accused of "cream-
ing," that if we take a long view and focus in on a full assessment
to their needs at the outset and work -vw.. them, to design a negoti-
ated, agreed upon plan, which may include some very basic things
at the outset, very simple, basic stepslike completing a high
school degree, like gaining a better use of the English
like parenting education so they can take care of their children,

t
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work with them to identify things that they will I gir 4c, recognize
as being helpful to their own efforts to become self-sul.icient--that
that in fact can work over time.

And we are seeing that in Conr_ecticut's Job Con ..3ction pro-
gram, and they are seeing it in ET, which is not to say that we
don't help people quickly move into jobs, and there is nothing
wrong with that as well.

Ms. MARANO. I would like to add to that some information about
WOW's experiences. My organization, Wider Opportunities for
Women, has worked for the last 5 years with a group of mothers in
the Washington metropolitan area, who face the greatest barriers
to employment. They tend to be women who have less than sixth
grade reading and math skills They tend to be mothers who have
more than one child, and who have been AFDC recipients for a
while. We have found that with the kind of investment I have re-
ferred to and you have heard others refer to, that population can
in fact be prepared and ready for gainful employment. Employ-
ment that allows them to sustain themselves and their kids, and
that provides well more than the minimum wage. But it is an in-
vestment, and it is an expensive program.

Mr. DOWNEY. I don't want to take up a lot of the other Member's
time. I wane to, since we have this panel of witnesses, just think
through for a minute what I myself, and Senator Evans, are about
to do. Congressman Chandler was a cosponsor in the last Congress.
There is, as Pat Moynihan pointed out, an emerging consensus
about the fact that we have too many children in poverty, we need
to do something dramatic and different this year to deal with that.
I think that can happen. It certainly is long overdue.

The problem is trying to figure out who should do what as well
as what we should do, and my proposal addresses the issue that
AFDC and Medicaid are national responsibilities, and ; would like
to get in the process of this dialog with you, whether c r not you
agree or not with that. AFDC, Medicaid, should be nationally fi-
nanced, and my proposal does 90 percent of that. The States would
require 10 percent.

We have a work welfare component that is flexible and that we
pay for this by devolving programs that we already have that we
pay to the cities mostly. That .we would probably do away -4ith
EDA, UDAG, and a whole variety cf things the cities love. But
frankly, if we are going to be able to make this new social contract
with the people and do some of the things that we want to do here,
we are going to have to fmd a way to pay for it, and I do not be-
lieve that this 03ngrcsa or the next Congress is prepared to spend a
lot more money than we currently are spending on welfare reform.
I could be wrong about that.

We are going to have to come up with what I guess is $14 or $15
billion over the next couple of years to r y for some more imams
tive programs. We are going to have :a start saying some
other programs, while they were good, are not as important as
other programs, and we have placed a priority, in our minds, on
self-sufficiency and getting children out of r averty, and we are pre-
pared to find a way to pay for that. Can I have your reaction?

Mr. Mme. Well, I heartily endorse that. I think we ought to
follow the criterion in allocating Federal responsibilities of what
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problems are truly national in scope and tend not to vary from
region to region, versus the ones that are more regional and local
and diversified. It might be nice to do everything, but we can't, and
when you look at problems like hunger and poor health care, if you
are hu- vry in Alabama, it is the same as being hungry in New
York c. Connecticut.

I think the Federal Government should set a basic national mini-
mum. That doesn't mean it has to take it over. As you indicated,
there are different ratios, whether it is 90-10 or 65-35. But it cer-
tainly wouldn't be the current situation that you find in Alabama,
of that $1,746 a year. So the Federal Government sets some floor.

By contrast, whether a downtown project is done or whether my
ride up to New York from Washington on Amtrak is subsidized by
the Federal Government we may have to skip some of those things.
We may have to devolve to local governments those decisions. They
are the kind of decisions that result in good things, but without
which life will go on.

I guess I want to mentiun, though, that there are alternatives to
cutting programs All of these are difficult political sledding, as you
people know, and 9oLne will oppose them.

For example, I think we should also look at certain benefits that
are not very heavily taxed, that could be taxed more completely.
That will generate some opposition, but I am near completion of a
study with a colleague at the Urban Institute, in which we have
estimated how much it would cost to eliminate or greatly reduce
poverty among the elderly and the disabled by raising SSI in bits,
relaxing asset testa, and so on. We talk about 5 or 6 ways to fi-
nance that in the same spirit you mentioned. We are not going to
recommend adding the cost to the deficit.

One of the things I find in the area of SSA, as in AFDC, is that
price tags are not overwhelming. They are not trivial, but not over-
whelming.

Second, through some changes in taxing some of the affluent
both the relatively more affluent elderly, or for that matter, the
relatively more affluent nonelderly, as I think this burden should
be shared, you can bring that money in. For instance, our statistics,
which Nell be available within a fow weeks, will show that you
could fund a complete elimination of elderly poverty in this coun-
try simply by lowering the thresholds that trigger the taxation of
Social Security benefits from $32,000 and $25,000 to $18,000 and
$12,000. Now, some will object to that, but the point is you could
raise all the money you needed to do that by toying those benefits.

Others have advocated taxing benefits the way we tax private
pensions, where you are taxed over and above that which you con-
tributed in a lifetime. That would raise the proportion of benefits
taxed from 50 percent thresholds to about 85 percer t. Again, there
will be some opposition to these things, but those kind of steps
bring in billions of dollars.

I am very sensitive to the fact that those who have proposed
doing something, and all of us have at one point or another, are
labeled big spenders, or fiscally irresponsible. I think that is why
our report, and I am sure a numoer of other reports, has said here
it is, here is our best estimate of how much it would cost; here are
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five or six different ways to fund it. Each one is going to have some
opposition. Let's start with the process of fmding some consensus.

Mr. HEnirz. I would like to contribute to this discussion. I think
Jack has testified on a lot of very important points and I don't
need to repeat them. I would like to say a couple of things.

First, I think as a principle, it is important that States be fman-
cially invested in these programs, along with the Federal Govern-
ment. I think the Federal Government must play a kind of leader-
ship role that Jack has outlined, and I talked ab;,-..t in my testimo-
ny.

The moral leadership, the financial leadership, and the setting of
standards, that would help reduce the current problem in this
country in which we have 50 different social service kingdoms.
What we need is a national approach to saving the& children, be-
cause they are the same children in Connecticut and in Alabama
and across this country. So the National Government must play
the leadership role.

On the other hand, I think that, as I said, the States must be fi-
nancially invested in both the support of children and families in
poverty, so that they will ' ontinue to be as invested as they are in
helping those families mo 3 out of poverty.

In Connecticut, as the WIN program has been shrinking at the
Federal level, we have invested each year significantly more State
tax revenues into air Jobs Connection program, because we are
committed to helping reduce our AFDC caseload and help move
these families out. That financial mix is an important part of the
element.

Mr. DOWNEY. Could I stop you there for a second. You recom-
mended in your testimony, did you not, that appropriate applica-
tion of program elementsremedial education, skill training, job
search, job training, are 75 uncapped Federal

Mr. 1-11 rrz. That is correct. I think that is consistent with the
bill that Representative Levin and Representative Kennelly and
Senator Moynihan and others introduced last yearthe WORC
bill. We think that you can't have the kind of success that we want
to continue having, and the kind of growth in that success, if we
have programs that are limited by appropriations and we have to
turn people away from the doors.

Mr. DOV/NEY. You would make these entitlements?
Mr. Hurrrz. In essence it would be an entitlement and that is an

important part to meeting the obligations that the agency has.
Mr. DowNEY. I don't want to be cute with you. Your State's in-

vestment is 25 percent and
Mr. HEINTZ. On the work and education and training, that is cor-

rect. That is why we would probably argue for a larger State share
of the maintenance costs in our proposal. The family living stand-
ard perhaps that you have suggested with 90-10.

One other poi! We have looked at this devolution suggestion
very carefully, &nd with a lot of interest, and before I was in
human services, I served my Governor in the State budget office.
That was during the earlier years of the Reagan administration,
when the new federalism was still something that hung over the
States' coii'ctive heads.
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One of the things that we were concerned about with devolution,
while that might in some ways help pay for activities at the Feder-
al level, it ma and I just raise this as a concernshift the tax
burden to the State and local level, and it may becomethere is at
least a fear that it can becomea fiscal shell game in which we are
still going to have to raise taxes, but it is going to be State legisla-
tors and local. council persons who are raising the taxes rather
than the Congress of the United States, and I think we need tobe

Mr. DOWNEY. What is the difference?
Mr. Harm That is exactly the point I think that what we come

down to is if we are to address this issue as well as to continue to
meet other national concerns, we may have to increase revenue,
and I think we ought to be up front about that and not necessarily
shift the responsibility for doing that away from the most efficient
source of revenue raising, which is the Federal Government.

Let me make one other point that struck us this morning as we
were sitting in our office nere in Washington and reviewing the
President's speech. He made a very interesting point last night
about what the Soviet Union has done to finance their massive
buildup in arms and the suffering that has caused their people. It
has forced many to wait in line for 3 or 4 hours to get their fool,
living without utilities as a regular basis.

I think we should ask ourselves, are we leading to that same
kind of phenomena in our own country, because we continue, as
the President has proposed, to have massive increases in spending
for defense, and yet massive, or at least significant, reductions in
spending for children and families.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PRAM Thank you, Mr. Chairman
I would like to thank all of our witnesses for excellent and very

helpful testimony.
I would like to make a couple of observations and then perhaps

ask a question or two. ! think Mr. Meyer made reference to the
fact that the welfare system is often called a monster. I bridle at
that a bit myself. I think the present welfare system does have
some faults, but by and large, it works pretty well, and there is
probably not a whole lot wrong with it that several billions of more
dollars wouldn't take care of. So I don't feel quite the same impera-
tive that other people do to scrap the whole system and go to some-
thing else, unless we are convinced something else is better than
what we have now.

I was interested in President Reagan's comments last night, that
more Americans are working than ever before. I think he quoted a
figure to the effect t'-.at something like 61 percent of adult people
are working.

That doesn't necessarily mean they were creating more jobs. For
example, it might mean that we are driving more women into the
work force; in other words, to help keep their families intact.

I was also interested in the President's recommendation for wel-
fare reform that we go into demonstration projects by the Statei
and the cities. If I wen a Governor or mayor, the first questions 1
would ask would be: "Are we going to get to pay for it, too? Is it
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just another effort by the Federal Government to shift the cost
Wc!- to local people?"

Another point that occurs to me is that we could spend the next
25 years with demonstration projects at the State and local levels,
and the 25 years after that evaluating the success or failures of
those projects, so I don't see that as a real step toward welfare
reform.

I would hope as Senator Moynihan suggested that we have had
enough experience over the years that we could feel confident in
going forward with a new comprehensive program that affects ev-
erybody, that doesn't rely on demonstration projects, which, frank-
ly, sound to me like a copout on welfare reform.

Those are observations. I have a couple of questions. I would
be in in your comments about why it is that we have to in-
volve the State and local governments at all in basic supports for
children.

It has been said that Social Security works well. In my office we
don't Fet very many complaints about Social Security. By and
large, it works well.

we get practically no complaints about, and yet on welfare
we have got the Federal Government involved, the State govern-
ment involved and the counties.

You know, we have a lot more than 50 different welfare syr ams.
Within my State, for example, we have 88 different systems in the
counties. Some of them are operated well and some are not. In
some of them, political patronage is alive and well, and others it is
not. Moreover, in my State, there are 88 different county welfare
directors interpreting the States' interpretation of the national
rules on welfare. I just wonder fundamentally and philosophically
whether there a reason why we couldn't or shouldn't go directly to
a Federal system that essentially bypasses the States, or at least
the local government?

Mr. Maxim I guess I would favor keeping State and local govern-
ments involved for the following reasons. I think we need to distin-
guish between eligibility criteria and benefits, on one hand, and ad-
ministration, financing, and delivery of services on the other.

I believe we ought to have much m ore uniform standards for eli-
gibility, and as the Senator pointed out, a more universal entitle-
ment system, instead of the unconscionable variations we have
now, but I still think :4 is possible and important to have State and
local governments experimenting with new and improved ways to
deliver services and to finance them. A good analogy is in Medic-
aid, which I am a little more familiar with than ADFC.

The States receive waivers from the Federal Government which,
by the way, are done right as opposed to a couple of paragraphs
that we hear from the Mministration, saying there will be demon-
stration programs. These waivers are authorized under Federal
law, from the Federal Governmat to States, to experiment in a
structured environment with new ways of paying for Medicaid that
involve risk sharing arrangements with providers, higher fees to
draw doctors into the program, but yet arrangements under which
these eoctors share some of the risks of cost overruns with the Gov-
ernment. Under both Medicaid and AFDC, what works in one State
may not work as well in another.
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The advantage of this e perimentation is that we can learn
something, through a pluralistic set of demonstration projects,
about what approaches really help mov people out of welfare and
under what conditions. We need some administrative flexibility to
get the right mix of benefits and work obligations to move people
into productive employment. But, my fear is the same one as yours,
that this very helpful notion of demonstrations will be abused and
will be treated as a Trojan horse; once you buy into that, you look
around and it is a cover for a Federal exodus, and that I would
drone' oPPolle-

Mr. .rmH. I wonder if I might offer a comment as well, Mr.
Pease.

I very much share concerns about what I assume you mean by
your current line of questioning. When I first came to Washington
a number of years ago I was going to reform the welfare system. Of
course, you would federalize it and set a minimum floor and it
would all be done.

You might even do it through an income tax system. Perhaps
through the school of hard knocks, I have been knocked down a
little bit on that notion. I would thus like to offer a few comments.

One is that serving low-income people who are not elderly is a
little more difficult, a little more complicated than the elderly.

Their lives are not as predictable. They are more volatile. The
need for service with a variety of kinds of supports, in child care
and everything else, I think it makes it more difficult to serve
them than the elderly.

It is just not as predictable. I think at some level there needs to
be much more coordination of the services that local governments
provide. I am all for Federal standards on benefits.

I think that is critically important, but when it comes to employ-
ment and training and trying to meet local labor conditions, you
need to have some flexibility. If now we are looking at work and
welfare programs that are going to be run by welfare departments
as opposed to employment and training agencies, there is going to
be the need to coordinate benefits, and delivery of those kinds of
services.

I think that you are on to something in that the current system
may be too atomized. Our county welfare departments, within any
one State, vary dramatically from the standards applied by other
county departments, and I do think we can coordinate better and
we can coordinate better among Federal programs, so that recipi-
ents don't have to jump through so many hoops to get the array of
services to which they are entitled. But, on the whole. I am not
sure that setting up another Federal bureaucracy to administer the
programs is the way to go.

Federal standards, Federal financing, Federal coordination, and
leadership I think all that can happen, but trying to set up another
Federal bureaucracy to try to serve the nonelderly poor I am not
sure is the wise way +- go.

Mr. PEASE. Does anybody else want to comment?
Mr. Hgnn2. I would. Not to repeat again what these other able

panelists have said. On the issue of demonstration programs as a
way of finessing national welfare reform, I think it should be avoid-
ed at all costs.
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On the other hand, I think the system we design to replace the
current one ought to be flexible and dynamic enough so that States
can be responsive to changing social conditions within their bor-
ders, and that means a combination of what Jack has said and a
combination of the current ability for States to pioneer and become
laboratories for social policies.

If we have more uniformity at the Federal level, more simplicity
at the Federal levet, one of the problems that we as administrators
face is that we can't spend the time worrying about the big ques-
tions because we are so overwhelmed with the little onesabout
tape matches with social security numbers, with IRS unearned
income records, about the massive amounts of paperwork and ver-
ifications and reverifications and details that we don't get to ask
the threshold question which is what is the crisis in your life that
led you to the need for welfare.

And if we can simplify the system at the Federal level, and make
it a flexible and dynamic system so it can be responsive to change
and that States and localities can continue to experiment and yet
still have a national reformed welfare system, I think we will have
accomplished both goals, and we will have really not backed off the
question, which I think the suggestion for further demonstration
really does, so I would agree with you, Mr. Pease.

Mr. PEASE. You have all articulated the classic argument for a
federal system of government. You have got State governments.
They can try this and that, and if it works in one State it will
spread to other States, and I don't disagree with that. I think it is a
good idea.

But I look at the Social Security Administration, for example.
They have offices in all of the major cities in my district. They are
pretty darn well administered, and when it comes time to appoint
a new director of the Social Security office, their standards require
that person to be an experienced and trained administrator. But
when it comes time to pick a new welfare director, the county com-
missioners get together and pluck somebody out of the air.

Sometimes they pluck the right person and sometimes they don't
pluck the right person.

Mr. Hzurzz. I still feel in the air a lot of the time.
Mr. PEASE. I guess what you are telling me is that the current

system, where there is a lot of diversity in administrative skills on
the part of county welfare directors, is not so bad that you don't
want to hang on to the advantage of the flexibility of the Federal
system. Is that essentially correct':

Mr. HEINTZ. I think that is qight. I come from a fairly fortunate
situation. We are a State administered program. We do not have
county welfare offices. All of the regional offices that serve ouq wel-
fare population are directly under the control of my department, so
I have that advantage.

Mr. PEASE. What about that? Would we be wiser to require that
the States administer the programs directly?

Mr. Hann. I can't give you a real good answer to that, Mr.
Pease, because I have not really examined how it works in some of
the county administered States. I would say that my experience in
Connecticut would tend to lead to that conclusion.
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I think it is impossible to be responsible for a program if you
don't have the authority for actually administering that program,
and that is what you get in the State-county mixed kinds of pro-
grams. If there is a problem in one of our districts, I could call up
that district director because he or she works for me directly, and
we can resolve the issue.

If it is on a different level of government, it becomes much more
complex. You can't get accomplished what you need to get accom-
plished. You begin to lose accountability. You begin to lose the abil-
ity to monitor performance and hold people accountable, and you
don't get as efficient an administration, but I say that only based
on the experience working in that system and not really having
seen the personnel in a county administrated system.

Mr. PLUM Does anybody else have any feelings on that point?
One other question and I will make it quick, Mr. Chairman Unless
I am greatly mistaken, what the administration has in mind by
welfare reform is making some changes in the system within the
same dollars that are currently being spent, if not fewer dollars.

Mr. Downey has said that W. Russo on the Budget Committee
thinks it will be hard to come up with additional dollars. Mr.
Heintz, you said you are going to give us some suggestions on how
to do that.

I guess my basic question is: If, as we go through this process of
welfare reform, it is pretty clear that we can't get additional
money and all we could essentially do is the current pro-
gram, is it worthwhile doing that? We will be le to say that we
have gone through welfare reform so that 2 years from now or 4
years from now or 6 years from now people will say, well, we don't
need to deal with that. We have already dealt with it. If we can't
put additional mcney into it, are we better off not doing it at all or
shall we proceed and do the best job we can within current limita-
tions?

Mr. HEINTZ. I will start.
know other panelists wish to respond as well. I think that there

are things that can be done and should be done, while the debate
about additional .dollars goes forward, and I think a lot of it has to
do with simplifying program regulations, making, for exampleif
we are not which we would urge that we should be ready to
cash out food stamps, for example, if we are not ready to do that,
you can certainly simplify and make more consistent throughout,
the requirements for food stamps and AFDC.

We can greatly improve the management of the programs by be-
ginning to coordinate the delivery of services so that you don't
have the kind of maze that we have now that people have to navi-
gate on their own and often don't make. There are lots of steps.

The contract process which we have proposed can begin. In fact,
the State of Oklahoma is doing that as a demonstration of their
own initiative to begin to test their own proposals. I think there
are just a number of things that can happen that should happen.
while we also resolve the issue of additional dollars which are es-
sential.

Mr. Fu. If I may rt offer a couple of quick comments, one is
that, contrary to pop 1 belief, current low-income programs are
very well targeted. In my testimony, I cite a study by the current
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Department of HHS indicating that 86 percent, I believe it is 86
percent, of all benefits going out in low-income programs go to
people below the poverty line.

I know in the food stamp program, 95 percent of all recipients
have incomes below poverty and they get 98 percent of all the ben-
efits, so I don't think there is a lot of redistribution you can do
within the current pot, that is reassigning benefits. People need to
remember that.

I don't disagree with what Steve is saying about, sure, we can
work on the edges for better administration coordination and that
will help a lot, but it really won't address the underlying issues we
are talking about today. You cannot do it without additional re-
sources. The money is now well spent.

We find that the way programs are administered are a problem.
I have read studies in which State administrator after State admin-
istrator, and local administrators, talk about how they no longer
provide services to clients. As Steve is saying, they have no time
for that. They have become bookkeepers and accountants. They are
worried about quality control sanctions. They are worried about
how the public is going to measure how well they look at every
dollar spent, and you have people whose lives are very volatile,
low-income people whose dresses. family size, incomes, change
regularly, and we are trying to monitor them and make sure that
they don't make an error more than 5 percent o: the time.

What we have come up with is a system that no longer serves
people. We believe that, for instance, a million or more people
should be on the food stamp program now than are currently being
served. In other words, given the current poverty rate and unem-
ployment rate, participation rates are very low. What we are hear-
mg from all around the country, it is the paperwork; it is the bu-
reaucracy. We don't process things. We are under such pressure to
make the pp accountable that when in doubt, we delay or
deny benefits

I suspect that applies to other social programs, so I do think that
even if you do not get funding, more funding, there are a lot of
positive things we can all work on, coordination of programs, pro-
vide some leadership to provide services, not just accountability.

Ms. Maaarro. While I would echo the des rate need for in-
creased funning, I also think that there are t that must be
done during this Congress, even without additio funding. In the
work and employment arena, if you don't take leadership,
a lot of punitive, nonetfectiivemand basically wasteful programs will
be devel'ped. It is my belief that you have got to take leadership in
that area. However, once again, it can't be done well without an
investment of dollars.

Mr. Hziwrz. ^,ould I just make one quick point on that, Mr.
Chairman?

Chairman FORD. Yes.
Mr. Hamm. I think the committee should not make the decision

about money first.
Ms. MARANO. Yes.
Mr. Hamm. Let's make the decision about what is the best pro-

gram, and then generate the debate about can we find the dollars
to pay for it, because if we allow ourselves to make the decision

9 4



88

about the money first, we will never design the right program, and
we will never have the impact we want to have.

Ms. MARANO. Similarly, I believe that them is a greater consen-
sus across the country that welfare reform is important, and if the
country believed it could be done wellif we could get excellence
into our programs, there would be more public support.

Chairman Foam. Mr. Matsui.
Mr. MATSUI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I first of all would like to ask for unanimous conpent that my

opening statement and that of Mr. Andrew's be submitted for the
record.

Chairman FORD. Without objection, it will be submitted for the
record.

[The information follows:]

95



89

CONGRESSMAN ROBERT T. MATSUI

Opening Statement
Before the Subcommittee on Public Assistance

and Unemployment Compensation

January 28, 1987

Today I'd like to welcome our panelists and thank them for
their efforts in working to make the goal of "freeing individuals
from welfare dependency" a reality. However, the manner in which
our panelists suggest accomplishing this goal and the proposal
that the President has suggested will achieve the same results
are as different as night and day.

Our panelists suggests that our goal of self-sufficiency and
strengthening the american family can be achieved through our
commitment, investment and recognition of a mutual obligation-- -
an obligation that exists between recipients and providers as
well as between the state and federal governments.

The goals of welfare reform stould be to train people to
become more independent of government assistance. The Reagan
approach is to make people more independent by eliminating
assistance altogether. The Administration's proposal ignores the
factors of commitment and investment and instead signals a
retreat from responsibility.

Once again the Reagan administration has prvosed shifting
the burden of helping the poor to the states with no guarantee
that the states can pick up the tab. New federalism is again the
tattered euphemism for cutting federal aid to the poor.

If we are serious about strengthening the american family
and assisting individuals to become self-sufficient, we must
offer real opportunities and assistance to achieve this goal.
Let's not fool the American people and claim, as the
Administration has, that workfare is welfare reform.

I am particularly pleased to welcome Stephen Heintz,
Commissioner of ::he Connecticut Department of Income
Maintenance. I have had the pleasure of working with Stephen and
the American Public Welfare Association over the last 10 months
as the Steering Committee pursued developing their report "A
Matter of Commitment". I commend the Commissioner's Report and
know that Stephen will offer our Subcomm--tee some valuable
suggestions that will greatly contributt to our deve.opment of a
legislative package.

I would also like to welcome Bob Fersh or r7AC.
wholeheartedly endorse the FRAC Statement ..f Principles .nd
believe that it is within the guidelines cf these principles that
ov- subcommittee must snape our welfare reform package.
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STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL A. ANDREWS

HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM

UNEMPLOYMENT AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUBCOMMITTEE

JANUARY 28, 1987

I am pleased to be here today, as one of the newest

members of this subcommirtee, to address the important issue of

welfare reform. It is a topic that is now high on the national

ayenda, as it should oe. As both the Speaker of the House, Jim

Wright, and President Reagan have confirmed in recent speeches,

the state of the welfare system can no longer oe ignored.

One simple but compelling reaJon why welfare reform is

so important is that it affects so many people. In America

today, 11 million people, mostly young women and children,

receive some form of welfare assistance. One child in tour is

oorn into poverty in this, the richest country on earth. Two

million adults in America work full time, yet trill remain poor.

Welfare reform is important also because the way

America treats our poor is the clearest measure of our shared

values. Our constitution, now 200 years old, promises life,

liberty, and the pursuit of happiness to all Americans. Not

only those Americans who are wealthy, not only those who are

educated, not only those who are successful -- but all

Americans. How to provide these common goods to those on

welfare is what we will discuss today.

As we begin these hearings, we must admit honestly that

we are losing, not winning, the war on poverty. Botween 1976

and 1986, the real value of AFDC benefits declined by 33

- more -
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percent. At the same time, America's commitment to providing

job training to those on welfare nes also been declining. The

work Incentive program, or WIN, for example, was funded at $365

million in 1 'O. It has dropped to a current level of $103

million.

As we approach a solution, there are some points on

which a majority of us agree. First, we agree that we must

find welfare reforms that promote family stability. In many

states, including my own, welfare is provided to single women

with children while equally needy two-parent families are

excluded. This system promotes family breakdown and ignores

the reality of chronic unemployment We must find a new,

cost-effective welfare system that will promote family

stability, not discourage it.

Second, we must make education, training, and work the

cornerstone of reform. While providing food stamps, income,

and housing to needy families is a worthy goal, we must not let

welfare become a habit z a trap. Approximately 37 percent of

adults who received AFDC benefits in 1984 also worked at least

part of that year. This is encouraging as a measure of welfare

recipients' desire to work, but with job training and basic

education, the percentage who use work to escape the welfare

system could be much improved.

Less than 10 days ago, our nation celebrated the

birthday of Martin Luther King, Jr. with a national holiday.

That holiday revived memories of the 1960s, when the promise of

civil rights was fulfilled and the promise of prosperity also

seemed within reach. Today, in a time of growing federal

deficits, optimism does not run so high. But we must remember

the dreams of activists like Dr. King if they are ever to be

realized.

- more -
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The questions we seek to answer today are broad and

difficult, and I admit that I nave ro easy answers. I am

pleased, however, that this subcommittee, this historic 100th

Congress, and this Administration, have at least committed

themselves to addressing the welfare issue and tackling its

complexity.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of today's

experts, and continuing these important hearings.

0177m
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Mr. MATSUI. Thank you.
I would like to thank all of the panelists today for their testimo-

ny, and the chairman and of the other members. I think this is one
of the most outstanding hearings we have had in terms of giving us
some direction on developing welfare policy in this country.

The dilemma that I have, I think that Mr. Pease underscored it
and your answers underscored it as well, is, how far do we go? As
Mr. Moynihan testified earlier, I became enthusiastic because he
was talking about a major restructuring of the program, and I
think that he will hi ye a lot to say about that. So in terms of the
direction Senator Moynihan would like to take, I think you could
see major restructuring as a possibility.

At the same time, many members of the Budget Committee prob-
ably feel a need is there, but they don't have the resources in order
to pursue a major structural change. What strikes me about this
panel and others that I have heard from, is that a major structural
change is essential, if in fact we want to make the system work
and help people get off welfare, to the extent that they are able to
work in the system today.

That is an elementary question that all of you are going to be
having to help us with over the next few weeks and months in de-
terming how far we are really going to go. And, Steve, I think the
comments you made to Congressman Pease may be the way we
ought to go.

First let's structure the program and then fmd out where the
money is going to come from. I know that Jack Meyer has been
working with ways to come up with some money to assist people in
another area of welfare, the SSI recipients. Maybe we are going to
have to pursue it in that direction.

I am not going to get into the area of the work training and inde-
pendence issue, because I think that has been discussed.

I tend to agree with you: national standards, the unemployed
parent issue and work training, are all absolutely essential for any
major program. However, one area that I would like to address and
deal with for a moment is those people who are not able to move
into the work force, essentially those people who are senior citi-
zens, and the disabled.

With respect to the senior groups, many people have this misun-
derstanding that they are taken care of now since the poverty rate
has dropped from 25 percent in 1964 to 12.5 percent today. But we
still find that probably 75-80 percent of them are only at 125 per-
cent of the poverty line, and the greatest area of povercy among
seniors is the single widow who is over 65 years of age.

No matter what we do, I ,ubt very much if we are going to be
able to cffer her or an indivi..ual like her sufficient education and
training benefits so they can move into the work force and work.

We all know that SSI benefits are woefully inadequate and
Chairman Ford has been working on improving, them over the
years. In fact, SSI benefits have been decreasing in terms of real
dollars over the last 10 years by zome 25 or 30 percent. How are we
going to deal with this group, and should we deal with this group
in the context of overall welfare reform?

Perhaps, Jack, would you like co discuss that first?
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Mr. MEYER. Yes, I think it is important that we do, for a couple
of reasons. One, I want to cut through this young versus old rheto-
ric There are needy in both age groups, as you well know.

It is going to cost a little more money to help the elderly and
disabled, but I think that we must do it. It doesn't raise the terri-
bly troubling work/welfare issues in most cases.

The first thing we have to do, it seems to me, is increase partici-
pation among those who are eligible for WI. In the study that I am
just about done with, our simulations show that about 49 percent of
the people eligible by virtue of age participate in SSI and about 55
percent eligible by virtue of disability participate. In other words,
about half of those who are poor and eligible don't participate, and
I don't think the Government has made much of an outreach effort
other than an occasional notice in a Social Security check.

I might add that the troubling part of this is that SSI and AFDC,
as you well know, are tickets to Medicaid, so not only don't these
people get cash assistance, but also they are screened out of Medic-
aid, and that might set up a recommenaation following along what
Congress did last year to uncouple Medicaid eligibility somewhat
from these cash assistance rules and thresholds.

Second, we have got to increase benefits somewhat. This is par-
ticularly a problem for singles, and as you mentioned, older singles.
Their benefits are about 75 percent of the poverty line; for couples,
it is about 90 percent. That is a heck of a lot better than the non-
aged, but still insufficient.

Third, the asset test screens a lot of people out, and it has been
nudged up in a series of adjustments made by the Congress, which
are helpful, but it is still very low. It will be $2,000 at the end of
that series of adjustments, and we could do better than that.

There are a variety of arcane accounting rules that I won't go
into now, but suffice it to say that your income gets docked in
weird ways that screen you out of eligibility, such as moving in
with your family, which docks your benefits quite a bit.

Finally, I would say in terms of eligibility criteria on disability,
we have some anachronistic and unfair criteria, such as needing to
show there is no job anywhere in the national economy you could
take; this may be appropriate for DI, I don't know. But, certainh, it
is not appropriate for an older disabled person to say that they can
get benefits only if there is no job available for them anywhere in
the economy and they are disabled. 'Phis needs to be updated and
modernized; I also think we need much more emphasis on rehabili-
tation. Our system is too skewed towards income maintenance.

In other words, the premise of your question is correct. There are
a lot of people who can't work. On the other hand, we deem a lot of
people as not able to work who might be able to work if there were
more emphasis on rehabilitation and less on income maintenance.
Some could do limited types of work.

I think a package like that, including benefit increases, efforts to
increase participation, and updating our eligibility criteria is
needed. We will have some cost fwures in the very near future.
You could put together a very good pact age for about $6 billion,
and that ain't hay, but, as you said, there are several ways it could
be financed.
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Mr. MATsuz. I don't want to know right now. Mr. Pease was men-
tioning that it costs the same as the Strategic Defense Initiative,
about $6 billion. We might want to look at that.

Mr. HEnirrz. The strategic domestic initiative.
Mr. MATstn. Right. Again I want to thank you for your testimo-

ny.
Steve, I would like to just commend the APWA for its very inno-

vative approach. Your organization has really taken some risk in
coming out with some major changes and recommendations, and I
want to commend your organization.

Mr. HEINTZ. Thank you very much.
Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KEICULLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I would ask if I could put my opening statement

in the record.
Chairman FORD. Without objection.
[The statement of Mrs. Kennelly follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for call g this hearing today, and for assembling
this impressive array of witnesses.

The AMC program has come in for a good share of attention, even criti-
cism, recently. But there seem to be general agreement on one point: now is
the time to make changes in AFDC. I believe this Negress has the expertise
and casaitment to remedy AFDC's problems this year.

In my view, the program:has failed on two counts.

First, welfare has failed to lift children out of poverty. When one child
in four in this country is poor -- and, it must be emphasized, poor after AFDC
benefits are counted in family inoome -- welfare cannot be considered tender
trap. Plain and simple, there is nothing tender about it.

Second, welfare has failed women. AFDC cosy not have been designed to nold
down women down, but just as surely, it was not designed to help women math
their full potential as providers for their families, alone or with their hus-
bands. FOr zillions of American women -- particularly yang ones -- welfare
provides bare sustinence. it it does not prnvide the education and ydb
training that are avenues to self-sufficiency.

We can and must do better. And we should not alit for five yeas of
ill-defined experimentation as recommended by the Fres:dent. The reports and
studies by the experts here today and so many others in and out of government
give us a good idea ci Where to begin.

First, individuals receiving welfare must make a oommitsent to self-heir.
Each adult recipient and eaCh state family assistance agency Should develop a
concrete plan for seximizing self-sufficiency, through earnings, child support,
and agency assistance where necessary. Self -help must be the first concern,
not an afterthought.

Second, every agency must encourage, not hinder self -help. Every state
should have a program to assist boo-parent families as well as single parents.
Every state Should have a decent system of work, education and training oppor-
tunities. Transitional child care, transportation, and health care assistance
must be provided. Iteme must be adequate, dependable financial aid at levels
that meet basic needs.

If we take this approach, we can develop a good welfare reform package
that will establish a new sense of mutual Obligation an the part of the reci-
pient and on the part of the agency. As we share the values of strong families
and healthy children, so should we work together to achieve these goals.

Mr. Chairman, we are all full of good intentions about welfare and
poverty. I an well aware of what road is supposely paved with good intentions.
But combined with consensus on needs, and genera' agrement on approach, good
intentions this year may have the way to welfap reform. Thank you very muCh.

-30-
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Mrs. KENNEL .Y. Thank you.
I want to thank the panel. I know we have just begun to scratch

the surface of what you know, and you just have so much informa-
tion there.

I thought, Cindy, you were going to say that if we didn't take
leadership, there would be other waste. There would be wasteful
programs. But it is my concern that for the first time in this coun-
try we are going to have an underclass of children. I just wonder if
the American public realizes this, that for the first time a child can
be born and not have a chance to do all the things we thought an
American could do, because of living below the poverty level, living
in a society where it is just not going to work out. Right from the

we know.
betin!iiitbe the devil's advocate for a minute. Congress has been
concerned about welfare dependency for 30 years now. We have
had self-support provisions. We have had fresh-start amendments
in 1956 and 1962. We had our financial work incentive in 1965. We
had WIN in 1967. Each time there was an unanimity of thought
between the Federal Government and the States, and it was an
idea that the States would try to do it. They didn't know about im-
plementation but they would try, and everybody went off and felt
pretty good about things. Of course there was then disappointment.

What can you say that makes 1987 different? Why do you feel we
can do it at this time? I know Senator Moynihan well and I know
he thinks we can do it. I think some of us feel the time is here but
I still haven't convinced myself that there is something different
going on. I was wondering about this.

Mr. HEIN'12. Let me try first. I think that we all have had the
kinds of experiences and frustrations that you have very well
pointed out, the fact that when the Social Security Act was adopted
50 years ago, we made a major impact at that time, and we did
help significant numbers of the American population who were suf-
fering profoundly, to move through that experience of suffering,
and into a new day and self-sufficiency.

During the war on poverty in the 1960's, and the late 1910's, we
did see dramatic impact in a lot of areas of reducing poverty and
helping to bring people into the main stream.

I think that what happened was that as we got into the 1970's
and 1980's, we began to lose faith with the process to some degree
as a country. We ended up spending our resources and expending
our energies and our intellectual skills, even our commitments, to
other things.

Also the problem became different. I think, as Senator Moynihan
so very well pointed out in his testimony this afternoon, the nature
of poverty has changed dramatically since the 1960's, and that is
one of the major things that gives us some hope in essence, because
I think what we are seeing here is that the states in particular,
from my somewhat biased perspective, have now been able to
really understand better what the nature of that poverty is, to
begin to accept that women in the work force is much more the
norm than it is the exception, and that it is all right to begin to
work with welfare women to help them become part of the work
force as well, when in the 1960's that concept was not so well and
so universally accepted.
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I think that one thing that gives me a great deal of hope person-
ally, Representative Kennelly, is the process that I have been
through in the last year --ith my colleagues. These are an extraor-
dinary group of state welfare administrators, unlike anything I had
expected to find when I became one myself 4 years ago. They are
enormously bright. They are not people who are rooted in any par-
ticular tradition. They are not all social workers who are wedded to
traditional models of social work and the therapeutic model of
social science. They are people who come from financial back-
grounds, planning backgrounds, budget backgrounds, human serv-
ice backgrounds, business backgrounds, who have talent, energy,
ideas, and staying power to make things happen, and that is what
gives me a lot of faith.

That is why we were able as a group to argue so strenuously
among ourselves, because of the differer philosophies we share,
and because of the different political organizations in our states,
and yet come out at the end with a consensus report that I think
we also have the capacity now to go and implement and make
happen.

It is a matter of commitment, as we call our project. It is also a
matter of capacity, and I think the capacity exists as well.

So I am as enthusiastic as Senator Moynihan, perhapseven more
so, and I am delighted with the kind of reaction from this panel
and the leadership, Chairman Ford, that you have shown and this
panel has shown, being willing to take the risk to begin to take a
look at these issues. I think we have got a landmark, watershed op-
portunity here that we must move forward in and take advantage
of.

Mr. F1CRSH. I think it is important to keep the sense of history
that you mentioned. I have in front of me poverty estimates from
1959 and on. I think it is important to remember that in 1964 we
had 36.1 million people in poverty, then in part because of the
Great Society programs, poverty drops off dramatically. In 1970 it
was only 25 million people, by 1973 only 23 million people, which
appears to me to be about the historic low.

So we had some success, some of those approaches were correct,
there needed to be a falling out to reevaluate what we were doing,
and I think in some ways we got complacent and some ways gave
up working as hard as we could. Reports of scandal, I think were
given weight far beyond what they should have at the time I think
what happened is that now that we are back up over a million
people in poverty. The period between 1980 and 1984 is the highest
5-year period of poverty since the mid 1960's. People are now out-
raged again and I think we are ready to move forward seeing that
it is intolerable, and we are a lot wiser, we do know approaches
that will work. It is true the budget situation makes that much
more difficult, but I wouldn't want there to be any implication we
haven't learned a lot and there are not approaches that can work.

A lot of us come to this table with notions and confidence that
something can be done. We have different notions. I have some
concerns about Senator Moynihan's ideas, as usual he is well worth
listening to. I don't know how far child support can take us. I don't
know how many men are out there who can pay enough child sup
port to make a difference. I hope there are a lot. But I just think
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that now we are at a stage where we need to renew some of the
older approach, combined with

Mrs. IWKNELLY. May I comment. When you talk about that, I get
concerned. I worked with the child support law and I saw those six
and seven States that were doing their job, we did the improve-
ment on the law, and those six or seven States are doing a better
job, but we are still having a lot of trouble. When you talk about a
benchmark or a base figure, I just wonder won't that be a base
figure, then we won't see improvement in the States that seem to
refuse to do their duties in the Social Security areas.

Mr. FERSH. I don't follow the question about benchmark.
Mrs. KENNELLY. You suggested, I believe, you were the panelist

who suggested we have a baseline for a subsidy payment for the
poor.

Mr. FERSH. Yes, I think all of us are pretty much in agreement
on that.

Mrs. KENNELLY. And with your experience, particulariy Steve,
across these United States with the welfare commissioners, you
think that won't just allow certain States to have that minimum
and not do any more, you think they will continue to improve.

Mr. Hintz z. Our suggestion would be that while we do establish
the individual family living standards in each State, that in the
phasing in of benefits at the full 100 percent of FLS, in the first
year the States would be required by law to maintain the level of
effort that they are currently contributing, and that their level of
effort be increased each year, by a certain percentage, which we
are looking at various options for.

You are absolutely right, if we simply say there will be a Federal
floor, for example, and don't go beyond that in the legislation, then
there is - --

Mrs. KENNELLY. I missed that.
Mr. HEINTZ. The fear of withdrawal of the States' participation.
Mr. MEYER. I have a sense that what is different now is that it

isn't just conservatives that are concerned about socially irresponsi-
ble behavior.

Mrs. KENNELLY. You are talking about us.
Mr. MEYER. By the same token, it is not just liberals that are

concerned about children in poverty awl inadequate benefits.
There is a sense out there, I find that you need both to get tough
with people who are not fulfilling parental or other types of obliga-
tions, and at the same time give a helping hand to those who are.

A lot of people are doing everything for their kids and they need
some help. It is not so easy to divide up the players any more and
what I find is that while often in Washington the rhetoric is left
versus right, out in the States, they are experimenting, you would
know this better than I, with practical mixtures that are not so
easy to label, a little of that, yet there are some work obligationsthere

Mrs. KENNELLY. That is work I think we liberals have learned
there has to be an obligation there or

Mr. MEYER. It is not always fulfilled by working, sometime it is
by raising children, or in a combination of the two, but it is no
longer possible to tar liberals with that ally more because they are
saying yes, you are right, I saw that TV show, the person that im-
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pregnated four girls, walked away and didn't make any support
payments, and that bothered me, too.

So, don't tar me with that. I am willing to go with you on that.
Look at this kid here that is receiving one-fifth of the poverty line.
I think if we bring those two points together we could maybe get
something done.

Ms. MARANO. I think another element that is somewhat different
now is that we are hearing from AFDC recipients around the coun-
try that the systems that we thought should be working for them
are not effective. They want to have a different kind of employ-
ment and training system, one that can help to move them into
gainful employment. While AFDC recipients who come for services
certainly would not support mandatory work requirements they
are all volunteering to participate in programs that will help them
to become employed and make a decent income.

Mrs. KENNELLY. You wouldn't require mandatory work require-
ments?

Ms. MARANO. No, I would not.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you for your excellent testimony.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Donnelly.
Mr. DONNELLY. I have a series of questions but the time is run-nmg little bit late, so I will only ask one.
Ms. Marano, you mentioned in your testimony your concern

about the inadequacy of the current minimum wage. I have a two-
part question. One, if it is inadequate, what should the minimum
wage be, and two, is an increase in the minimum wage a necessary
component to make welfare reform successful?

Ms. MARANO. I am not prepared to tell you today what the mini-
mum wage ought to be. I think what we have to

Mr. DONNELLY. Any of he other panelists?
Ms. MARANO. Perhaps another panelist is ready to state a figure.

I think we have to realize that the minimum wage has been stag-
nant since 1979 and that with large numbers of jobs being createdat the minimum wage levelwe are going to have to deal with
minimum wages if we are to affect poverty. Whether the minimum
wage needs to be part of an overall welfare reform within the
100th Congress I am not prepared to say today, but I think it is a
key part of economic recovery.

Mr. Hwrrz. I don't have a number for you and we have not rec-
ommended an increase in the minimum wage, but we would say
that is something that really deserves careful consideration. Our
program would include at the full implementation wage supple-
mentation, because we agree with principles that my colleagues
have pointed out, that work ought to be rewarded adequatey and
that there ought to be an ability to support families through work,
and if the wage isn't high enough, we ought to continue to support
people so that the family is supported decently and adequately.

So any increase in the minimum wage obviously would reduce to
some extent how much wage supplementation might have to occur
and some mix between the two is probably appropriate.

Mr. DONNELLY. Thank you. Let me say for the record, Mr. Chair-
man, I come from Massachusetts. I know a little bit about the ET
program, and I think it is important for people to understand thatthere is a unique set of circumstances in Massachusetts tha, made
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ET successful. We had an overheated economy that created a job
shortage. We had a unique set of political and economic circum-
stances that served both the private sectors and the public sectors
self-interest to make this program a success.

We have a very strong and composite population base. These sets
of circumstances aren't necessarily all over the country, and it is
my impression that it is going to be extremely expensive to create
an ET program with the success that we have had in the short
time that it was implemented in Massachusetts.

Success does breed success, and I think such a program is work-
able. But without those set of circumstances that we had during
the course of the last 2 years, the Federal and State role fiscally is
going to have to be substantially greater than it has been in Massa-
chusetts. We will have an opportunity to have some folks who are
in the Commonwealth as I understand; we can pursue that further
at a later time.

Thank you.
Chairman Foxe. Thank you, Mr. Donnelly.
That concludes the members of the subcommittee. Mr. Sander

Levin, who is a member of the full committee on Ways and Means,
made a request to the committee early on Lo be a participant as we
move through the welfare reform hearings and also maybe with
some of the markup session. At this time, I would like to say, Mr.
Levin, we are delighted to have you as a participant, and a strong
member of the Ways and Means Committee, and a new member of
Ways and Means. We are delighted to have you, and we recognize
Mr. Levin at this time.

Mr. LEvoi. Thank you, I especially appreciate the chance to par-
ticipate because of the excellent panel. Let me skip all the other
questions and kind of finish with one. It is a followup in a sense to
Barbara Kennelly's question.

We have now had a few months of a new spurt of interest that I
think surprised even the people within the field, and the State of
the Union Address. If you had to pick out one factor, what do you
think is the greatest barrier to action this year?

Mr. FERSH. Besides the budget?
Mr. LEvirg. You would say money?
Mr. FERSH. I do. I think that just makes it difficult for these con-

versations to occur. I think it makes it tough to do what Steve rec-
ommended, which is think about what is right. Right away people
think about dollars. I do think, however, and I don t want to poison
the atmosphere, there are some substantiE issues to be discussed,
even amongst people who consider themselves to be advocates for
the poor.

You heard Cindy say that she was opposed to mandatory work
requirements. That is something we have trouble with as well. I do
think Senator Moynihan is correct in that the advocacy groups,
unlike 10 or 20 years ago, understand I think much more the need
for employment, it is not welfare alone. But, so I think there needs
to be that kind of healthy debate about what kind of employment
programs, how do you involve free will as much as possible.

For me I do see a coming together of a lot of groups as part of
what our statement of principles was about. It is not advocacy
groups alone; we have got the League of Women Voters, Consum-
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ere Union, AARP. We have got a lot of unions and all sorts of
other people have come together for what I consider to be a very
progressive statement on welfare reform.

So I do think it is something that would be possible and the
reaeor why we did this was to say there are a lot of people who feel
there is something progressive and positive that ought to be done
to alleviate poverty, particularly amongst children. I do think the
resource question hangs a cloud over it, and I would urge that, al-
though there is 0 41,t.taiasm for now perhaps a major overhaul, that
having bee4 11 Hill staffer for many years, that what you
can get, if it ...)C-UP, let's continue to work together on UP.
That is an imp...twit incremental step consistent with whatever ul-
timate goal you want to go toward. Also get rid of disincentives to
raise welfare, plant the seeds for future effort.

I think the one failure of those who sought welfare reform in the
past was that was too much of an all or nothing proposition. There
have been important small pieces enacted the last few years in
Medicaid, in food stamps, other social programs that are making a
difference, and I think that it is important to keep in sight that
while we oLght to have an overall program, we should take what
we can bite off, small pieces if we have to.

Mr. Hgnaz. I would urge that we fall back to those positions if
necessary after we have debated and fully explored a comprehen-
sive reform, and I would offer another answer to your question,
Representative Levin, what is the greatest barrier. I think the
answer may be the White House. I was terribly disappointed that
in the State of the Union Address 1 year ago we were promised a
major administration initiative in welfare reform which struck me
as a very positive thing. In fact some of the rhetoric used by the
President i° Aigsimilar to some of the rhetoric we have used at
this table today, and what I hoped for was Presidential leadership
on the issue, like the Presidential leadership that existed on tax
reform, which then allowed the kind of national public debate of
the issue to occur.

The tax reform bill that you passed and the President signed is
incredibly different than the tax reform bill he proposed, but he
still maintained Presidential leadership on the issue and I am dis-
couraged because I think that the Presidential leadership no longer
exists when I hear of a White House proposal that States simply be
given more authority to conduct pilot projects and demonstration
activity.

Ms. MARANO. I would like to add to that, that on top of what I
think is really the biggest barrier which is the fiscal one, another
barrier is that so many different kinds of ideas are being discussed
under the rubric of welfare reform. Some of them are really about
cost cutting and dealing with the welfare population in a punitive
way; some are relevant approaches that sort of cosmetic mingling
of ideas under the rubric of welfare reform can be very dangerous.
We have to be sure that there are some points of real agreement
from which we can move.

Mr. LEvng. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. Thank you, Mr. Levin.
Let me thank each member of the panel for your excellent testi-

mony. I am going to reserve any questions that the Chair might
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have at this time, but would ask from each of you to reE pond to
any questions that might come from the committee during the
course of the introduction of any legislation into the Congress or
any markup session. We will hear from additional witnesses in the
next 4 or 5 or 6 weeks, and after we have run out of time for wit-
nesses, we might have occasion to submit questions for you to com-
ment on certain provisions or components within a welfare reform
package.

I think the responses to date have been superb, this is the 15th,
16th month that we have conducted sessions of this nature, it is the
intent of this subcommittee to move forward with a welfare reform
package. I didn't necessarily like everything I heard about welfare
reform from the President last night but at least he is on course,
he is talking about welfare reform, and he talked about it in the
last State of the Union Message. He is not the only one that is fo-
cusing now on the issue, and I would hope that it will be the intent
of this Congress to move a welfare reform package. To what degree
and the cost and the revenue of a welfare reform package, I don't
know.

The staff has been looking at it, I am going to be talking with
committee members and our other colleagues in both the House
and the Senate, and seeing whether or not we can fashion a bill in
the coming weeks that can move through both Houses of the Con-
gress and pick up some support from the White House as well.

Once again, the subcommittee would like to thank the panelists
for their testimony today, and thank you for your appearance.

That concludes the business and the Chair will provide notices to
the members of future meetings. The subcommittee now stands ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 3:45 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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WELFARE REFORM

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1987

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman FORD. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation will come to order.

The subcommittee today will hear from a number of our col-
leagues here in the Congress on the issue of welfare reform. Mr.
Downey.

Mr. DowNEY. I have opening remarks, Mr. Chairman, and I
would like to put them in the recok-d so we can get on with the
business of hearing Mr. Rangel.

Chairman FORD. All right.
Mr. Brown, Mr. Pease, Mr. Levin.
The Chair will also, due to the 10-minutes-past-10 hourwe will

make sure that the Members do not have to waitthe Chair will
also submit his opening remarks for the record.

[The statements follow:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD FORD (D., TENN.), CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITITX
ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, COMMITTEE ON WAYS
AND MEANS

The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation will
come to order.

Today's hearing is an especially important one. It is our first opportunity, during
this sessic.., to hear testimony from our colleagues on welfare reform. I am pleased
with the tremendous response I received from my invitation to Members and look
forward to hearing from the nearly 20 Members who will be with us.

I also want to take this opportunity to announce that the Subcommittee has
scheduled additional hearings on welfare reform. On Wednesday, March 4, the Sub.
committee will take testimony from the Administration at which time we will learn
more about the President's demonstration proposals as well as his two work propos-
als for AFDC recipients. On March 6th, 10th, 11th, and 13th, the Subcommittee will
hear from public witnesses on welfare reform. I expect that an official press release
announcing these sessions will be available later today.

Welfare reform is now on our agenda. It is our job to turn today's rhetoric into
legislation that can make a difference. This morning, we take an important step in
that direction by learning more about what our colleagues in the House think needs
to be done. I look forward to an informative session.

(105)
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aPZNING STATZMICHT OF RHPRESZNTATIVZ THOMAS J. DOWNS?

I want to compliment the Chairman for calling this hearing. As we can see fromthe witness list todaymrde up of many of our distinguished colleagueswelfare
reform is a subject of great interest to this Congress.

There has been a dramatic and welcome shift on the subject of welfare reform in
the past few years. While many of us, who commit our resources and time to under-
standing the problems associated with the welfare system, put different accents on
different syllables, we are at least nor, peaking the same language.

What is the vocabulary of this language we are spwAung? It consists of words
such as "work." Able-bodied indNiduais must not be denied the opportunity to con-
tribute their skills to society. That means education, training, job placement, and

isupport services must be available. It means that society and the individual mustlive up to their mutual obligations.
"Pawnees" is another word in our common vocabulary. We must eliminate the

incentives that force fathers to abandon their families. We must level the disparities
between benefits that result solely from the State in which one happens to reside.
We must provide affordable health care to those who live in constant fear that sick-
ness will lead to inescapable and prolonged poverty.

As many of us in this room know all too well, we have visited this issue before.
But, like friends just dropping in for coffee, we were here one moment and gone the
next. Welfare reform cannot be a one-shot deal. We are taking on an incredibly
complex area. Our efforts require eternal vigilance, continued experimentation, andboldness.

The common language we share on this issue results from past battles won andlost. However, the emerging consensus on the need to reform the welfare system
reflected in the reports of Governors Cuomo and Babbit, the American Public Wel-
fare Association, the National Governors' Association, the Domestic Policy Council,
this subcommittee and its Senate counterpartcannot be allowed to flounder be-
cause we lack the political will to do the right thing.

I have my own ideas on how to reform the welfare system, ideas that I presented
to the last Congress and will put in legislation once again in this Congress. In the
next few weeks I'll be sharing my thoughts on this subject with my colleagues.
Today, I look forward to hearing the views of our witnesses. Thank you again, Mr.Chairman.

Chairman Foltz,. At this time, the Chair will recognize Mr.
Rangel of New York.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS F,, DM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
May I have permission to enter my remarks in the record.
Chairman FORD. Without objection, Mr. Rangel.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the members of the

subcommittee, and especially your leadership in wrestling with this
very serious and sensitive problem, the welfare reform. And I come
here this morning, not just to raise all the problems that we have
in proposals, but to show the Chair that even though I do not sit on
the subcommittee, that I am very anxious to be working with you
to see whether or not we can reac's a consensus and to do what ev-
eryone agrees is necessary, and that is to reform the cystem.

The problem that we all face, of course, is that while everyone
can support welfare refo m, it means different things to different
people. There are still questions in my mind, and a lot of people
think reform is just kicking people off of the welfare rolls, while
there are other people that believe everyone is entitled to a job re-
gardless of their skills. And we have the responsibility during the
roughness of our economic times to bring about some balance to
the philosophy so that when people say that they support welfare
reform, that they are able to support some type of a bill.
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I was pleased to see that some of my colleagues were anxious to
support part of the President's program in whole or in part because
I took the President's proposal in the context in which his six years
have indicated a lack of sensitivity to the poor and the near poor in
this country. And it just seems to me that when the President
talked about welfare reform, that he was restricted to thinking
about some welfare mother in Los Angeles that drove some big
Cadillac because I have never heard him bring any realistic propos-
als to the Congress.

Nevertheless, the President consistently has supported budgetary
proposals that have cut domestic spending to such an extent that it
has actually pushed people into poverty that normally would not
be declared poor. And here we have an administration that says
that we cannot raise revenues, we cannot raise taxes without sell-
ing national assets but, at the same timewants increased defense
spending by $22 billion and decrease domestic spending by $18 bil-
lion, and says that now is the time for the Nation to come to grips
with the welfare problem.

Now I have looked at this, and it just seems to me that what the
President is saying is the same thing that he said in housing, the
same thing he wants to say in education, the same thing that he is
attempting to say in health, and that is the Federal Government
really s'...auld not be in the service of providing business; that basi-
cally local and State governments and nonprofit charitable organi-
zations should take care of the poor.

And so he would want us to embark on a 5-year demonstration
,,gram where we tell the States to come up with some ideas by

raking 99 Federal programs, putting them together, as to how we
can better serve the needs of the poor. If indeed they reduced the
services, that reduction would be oversighted by some vague White
House committee, then they could pocket the difference. If indeed
they provide benefits that exceed the cap, then, of course, there are
no provisions for the Federal Government to give assistance.

It seems to me that once you realize that for most people that get
on welfare it is a temporary situation and once you recognize that
40 percent of the recipients are infants or kids or people that
cannot work, basically what we are talking about are people who
are hard core welfare recipients, career welfare recipients, people
that are without jobs, without hope, that live in misery, and people
really who are basically unemployable.

And I do not know now we, and I am not saying you, because I
am going to be there with you, I do not see how we can just take a
look at these people and think that we are going to be smart and
brilliant enough to provide some way, one, to get their attention
and have them believe that we want to help; two, to give them in-
centives and acmes to training and educational experiences so that
they would have skills to have employment.

I do not know how we get to the mayors and to the Governors
and tell them that because these people are welfare recipients that
now we are going to have to prepare for day care, for job place-
ment, and create jobs in the public and private sector.

I know one thing, that with all we are trying to do and not doing
for those people who are addicted to drugs in rehabilitation and job
placement, we have got tens of thousands of more people who say
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why can you not give me a little attention? I have never abused
drugs, and I dropped out of high school, and I am looking for a job,
and I cannot even get a job at McDonald's. Nevertheless, when the
President speaks, we respond, try to capture the public imagina-
tion, and move forward even with his targeted group.

I am telling you that these people have lived in houses that the
welfare department designated fur them; they live and are sur-
rounded by people with the same problems that they have. They
live in communities that do not have male images there because
many of the communities have set up a system which gives disin-
cent'ves to fathers to be involved in the houses. But, worst of all,
they live in communities where there are no jobs, and certainly
where there are no places to develop the skills, even to leave t.
communities to get the jobs.

So I would say that if we can just grab that part of the Presi-
dent's message, that is, we have to reform the welfare system, that
I am confident that members of this committee, and I want to work
with you, will be able to put in the necessary ingredients so that
we are telling people that, yes, you are on welfare, yes, we want
you off of welfare, but we are going to provide at least some of the
basic tools that are necessary that you move not just off the wel-
fare rolls, but you move in a position to make a constructive contri-
bution to society.

I would like to say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that this idea of
merging all Federal income supports into one system, I do not have
too much of a problem with. I do not see the connection, of course,
between college grants and educational grants, and the fact that
the kids' parents are poor. But it is going to cause a lot of problems
as the Health and Human Services and as the Education Commit-
tee wants to distance themselves from the stigma of being welfare.
And personally I love it.

I have received more money under the GI bill than I ever had in
my life. They sent me to high school, they sent me to college, they
paid for my books, they paid the professors. I picked the most ex-
pensive university system in the country, and they gave me money
to boot. But because I had a Purple Heart and a Bronze Star, I was
not a welfare recipient, I was a disabled veteran. While welfare is
welfare is welfare.

So if the veterans are going to say that they do not like being
thrown into the same pot with the poor and disadvantaged, this
would be a very interesting exchange. But whether or not it is
going to help with our work, I do not knot..

Thank you for the opportunity.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE CHARLES B. RANGEL (D., N.Y.),
MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE ON HAYS AND MEANS,

BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT

COMPENSATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
UNITED STATES NOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FEBRUARY 19, 1987

I wish to thank the Subcommittee for the opportunity to
testify on the issue of welfare reform. The question of welfare
reform has come up many times. It is constantly the subject of
scholarly review and political di ion. Yet, the problems of
the we ff Wee seems to h d rather than improve.
He have system with a substantial number of people, including
altogether too many children, is saint ithout any
hope of ever finding a way out.

It deeply troubles me that there are young people who art
caught to the welt ycle and we have not been able to find
way to them from it. Instead, they are mired down only to
give forth to another g a tion of poor children trapped by the
same ugly web. As Chairman of the Select Committee on Narcotics
Abuse end Control I have seen one vicious result from the
desperate poverty of many of these poor youths. All too often
their despair leads to the snare of tics. And, if it is not
drugs that shackles them, then it is the failure of our education
system which 1 this unproductive in today's society.

Hopefully, this time we can reach a bout how to
provide assistance to those who nied help with the incentives
that will lead them with dignity to self sufficiency. There are
many things we must do to end this terrible plight. Welfare
reform with a light at the end of the tunnel for the many
Americans trapped inside is essential.

President Reagan has indicated that welfare reform is a
major priority of his administration. As I was pleased that the
President endorsed the concept that led to removing most of the
working poor from the tax rolls, I em p o d that the President
recognizes the need to reform this system that is bogged down in
confusion, contradiction and despair. H , I am not

ily in ag t with his approach to the solution.

It ironic that the President calls for a solution to
the welfare problem that he hes helped to create. During the im
agined Revolution of Reganomics we have seen less jobs crested
than during the six years prior to the t Administration.
Worse yet, about onehalf of these jabs pay less than $7,000 per
year. That is less than 6011 of the poverty line for family of
tour. Many of the jobs created ere parttime jobs. Hardly the
type to help one avoid poverty or find a peth out of poverty.
During the same Administration we have seen budget deficits
double our national debt while sooial welfare prog have been
cut. The result has been high real interest rates, a drain on

capital and a trade deficit that has robbed our country of
th ds of high paying skilled jobs.

The President does not have a solution to the basic is
problem of the nation other than the same failing program and he
does not BM to have a solution to the welfare problem except to
pass the buck elsewhere.

He says that we ought to allow the states to experiment with
any number of different approaches. He gives the states five

for these experiments. The states would be given broad
latitude to develop prog ith the money that Washington would
now send to them in lieu of the program money they now receive.
To ensure minimum national standards there would be some vaguely
defined oversight from the White House'.
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Ny is that the problem confronts um today and we
know what it is and we ought to ddres it no.. Why do vs have
to wait five years? Can we be certain that in the President's
experiment that the minimum benefits will be adequate nationwide,
Can we avoid the real possibility that 'tate will not direct
funds for job training at the targets that are the core problem
of the welfare syndrome, but at those only temporarily on welfare
who would more likely find work without theaid of job training
and Search msistance? Are we certain that the states will
appreciate the need of the welfare mother for training, day care,
clothing and trnmporttion coats before she is asked to work in
lieu of AFDC? Viii the programs In some states be more generous
or liberal In oo0000 In a way that will attract the needy of
other 0000 where the experiment Is falling creating a problem
we had two decade. ago? I could go on, but In this brief
testimony I just want to make clear that the President's program
raises many questions about the whether it will address
fundamental concept. that should already be agreed upon.

So, where do we stand as we try once again to make sense of
our aaaaa m of public assistance?

First, we need to make some sense of the nearly 100
different programs that exist to help the less fortunate. Any

t to consolidate these programs at least in terms of the
poor being able to reach out for them In one coordinated effort
will constitute major i

Second, whatever program we design it should have bias
toward cash t fors and not vouchers. Paternalism that gives
the message to the poor that privileged society does not trust
their judgment with money is demoralising for the poor.

Third, we must reach the hardcore poor in trying to solve
the most serious welfare problem. Of those who ever go
on welfare, half leave the rolls within two years and only one
sixth stay on the rolls for eight years or longer. Those who are
locked into welfare are those with whom we should be
concentrating our efforts. I OM not suggesting that we forget
the others who encounter 000000 ic difficulties. be must also
assist them in their efforts to return to self sufficiency, but
it appears they manage to extricate themselves from welfare with
the programs that now exist or without any direct go
help. The long Le's reolpienta of welters have the g
barriers to employment and self sufficiency of any of the able
bodied less fortunate.

We must reach these people through basic education and
meaningful job training that can eventually take them beyond the
minimum wage. 141$10 education is first. We must ask* sure that
the welfare ttttttttttttt 11 tttttt and that they receive high
sohool degrees. We must make sure that they learn marketable
skill., how to get job, how to manage on the job and how to
keep job. We must do the same for the welfare ohild;
eduoation, training, hope.

One program that already seeks to achieve part of that goal
is the the Targeted Job. Tax Credit. It uses the private sector
to hire and train people from several targeted groups. It

provides an 1 00000 Ivo for the private seotor through tax oredit
for part of the first $6000 of wages. The program ham been a

thousands of people have been hired through it. For
the young who have reelved their first job through TJTC it ham
provided job experience valuable for future job
development. TJTC will expire at the end of 1666. We need to

TJTC.

But, TJTC is not enough and neither is the Job Partnership
Training Aot. We will need much more than we have now to bring
the poor into le main 000000 .

I am disappointed that in the year that all of America is
orying that we must bones* more eomputitive, that the President
Is Galling for outs 1. the *dualities and trininig budget. One
of the great well springs of untapped potential for Improving
Ameries's mempetitive position is the poor and their ohildreu.
The room for imp . The benefits could be
manifest.
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Once we have the poor working, we have to remove the
financial disincentives to work. We must design assistance
schedules that do not result in what amounts to confiscatory
taxes as the welfare recipient turning worker begins to improve
his income with wage. Likewise, the earned income tax credit
should not act to reduce a recipients' benefit. We have dropped
the maximum marginal rote for the wealthy down to 28%.
Effectively, the rate reducing assistance payments as a
recipient's wage income rises should be at least as low and low
enough to insure the incentive to work.

Similarly, we should not make it difficult to see any
advantage in working offset by the costs of transportation or
tools or uniforms.

We should not inhibit the welfare recipient from working by
removing his or her families' health care protection. Either we
have to keep the emerging wage earner on Medicaid longer than we
now do or we must go forward with the effort to make health
Insurance available to all cannot otherwise secure it.

Where we ere dealing with single mothers we must appreciate
the need for dal care and that we cannot expect all mothers to be
eble to work fun time since most mothers who do work do not work
full time year round.

Exact:, how we accomplish our goal given some of the
parameters we must agree upon is a task this subcommittee and
others in Congress must begin. I only ask that you be guided
with compassion and a desire to see the poor have the opportunity
to rise up to self sufficiency with dignity.

I have reviewed the recent statements of the Chairman of
this Subcommittee, Congressman Harold Ford regarding the eubject
of welfare reform. I believe he is leading the Congress in the
right direction. I was proud to Join Cong Ford in
cosponsoring his welfare reform proposal in the 99th Congress. I

am sure from his recent comments that he will develop a similarly
thoughtful and progressive proposal for the 100th Congress and I
will be proud to Join him again in fighting for welfare reform.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you, Mr. Rangel.
You know when you were talking about that comprehensive

piece, merging all of the programs into one, you cosponsored the
Family Income Security Act in 1985 and 1986, you go outside of the
welfare population itself. I am just wondering how comprehensive
should we think in terms of a welfare reform package? Should we
go beyond the 7 million children that you talked about who are re-
cipients under the welfare system and pick up the other 5 million
children who are not within the welfare population itself, although
they are below the poverty thresholds.

I mean how comprehensive should we look toward the
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we have the option or

the choices to do what we would want to do. We are working under
severe restrictions, limited amounts of moneys, a President and a
Congress that is unwilling to talk about increase in revenues, and
so it just seems to me that we are just going to have to target it
and see what we can do with those that have the least. among us.
And perhaps if we can have the courage to deal with that problem,
maybe then local and State governments could learn ways to do
and provide services in a better way.

Chairman FORD. You find it true that the State of New York, as
well as I guess your local government, respond with their welfare
programs somewhat decently compared to other States throughout
the Nation. I have gone into a State

Mr. RANGEL. Why do you not finish your statement and say com-
pared to other nations? Not States because, in New York State, the
last thing on the legislative agenda is welfare reform. The last
thing that we deal with is cost-of-living increases. And it is not
done because it is the right thing. It is done because there is
enough political clout and enough people who are concerned to
bring about the balances.

But again, welfare payments should not be the issue. It is how
many people have you gotten off of welfare that have not re-
turned? How many creative programs have you got that provide in-
centives of the people who want to work, to continue to work, and
to be able to raise a family with some degree of dignity?

So the fact that we have increased benefits to me is not the crite-
ria that we should be using. The criteria is that we provide the in-
centives for people to develop the skills to have the jobs, to keep
the jobs, and not penalize them by taking away health benefits, day
care benefits, and other benefits merely because they reach some
artificial ceiling that we have placed on their lives.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chaii man.
Charlie, can I ask you, since I do not think we have much differ-

ence of opinion on what we need to do, my concerns are about how
we do it. I think that we are going to do welfare reform in the
House, but I am afraid that we cannot do it in our committee
alone, that we have to get Education and Labor in the act, and we
are going to have the housing people on Banking and Finance, and
I suspect Mr. Waxman's committee on Medicaid might be involved
in some way if we look at a long -term care component.

Would you think about itI do not want to spring this on you
here publiclywould you think about the idea of doing what we
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didI guess it was Tip who did it in 1978, you may have been part
of it when Jim Gorman was part of our Welfare Committee and the
Speaker organized a committee that comprised other members of
other jurisctions so that we would not be heading off in one direc-
tion doing whatever we wanted to do, and somebody else doing
something else. I mean I would propose that Hal be its chairman,
and we will advocate that, but that we think about setting up a
committee that crosses jurisdictional lines that has the legislative
clout and the prestigious members so they can get down to busi-
ness. That is the first thing that I would ask you to do.

Mr. RANGEL Sure, it makes a lot of sense.
Mr. DOWNEY. The second thing would be the idea of this issue of

revenue neutrality. I am not wedded to any idea of revenue neu-
trality. I happen to think that more money has to be spent for us
to solve this problem. But that, it seems to me, is one of the other
issues. If we are not going to do something in a revenue neutral
way, whatever it is, we are going to have to be prepared to explain
in a bipartisan sense why it is that we need to spend more money.
My answer has historically been we are going to spend more
money now because it is going to save us money later on, and I can
prove that, and studies can prove that.

But those are the issues that I would hope that we could have
you as one of our champions and one of our voices that we are
going to wind up probably needing to have a committee that
crosses jurisdictional lines. And if we are going to spend more
money, we should be prepared to say that at some earlier time and
try to bring as many of our Republican colleagues who are pre-
pared to do that.

Mr. RANGEL. It has got to be a problem, Mr. Downey, because, as
you know, as we received the President's trade bill which has all of
the spirit of competition and how we are going to have to provide
skills and be trained, there is no money in these bills either. And
so I do not know where all this revenue neutrality comes in when
you are increasing the Federal Government's promises to provide
more services. But maybe if we could get the administration people
in here and actually tell them that you cannot run around promis-
ing to educate.

We have got the problem in the drug bill. The President told the
entire free world that one of his major thrusts is to educate out
youth against drugs. And now he is cutting $150 million out of the
1988 budget, more than half of what is appropriated.

So I do not know how we do it, but I really think that we ought
to have the House and the Senate, Republicans and Democrats,
come together on these basic principles so that it does not appear
that the President has given us a challenge and whispered revenue
neutrality, and we ran away from it.

Mr. DOWNEY. Well, I quite agree. But my bill, which you are fa-
miliar with, does achieve some revenue neutrality by basically ze-
roing things like transportation, EDA and UDAG which the cities,
you know, look forward to as they do, you know, in a new case of
AIDS epidemic. So they are not excited about it. And I can appreci-
ate that.

But I would much prefer to do something for the people that we
want to do something for, and say to the cities, look, you are going
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to have to go to the States now and we are going to free up Medic-
aid and AMC expenditures for you, and the States are going to
have in partnership for you with other programs. In that sense, we
are going to do more for the poor, but we are going to do less for
the cities. Tough job certainly for you to sell and for others who
come from urban areas.

But I think it is absolutely essential we do something about chil-
dren. It is criminally negligent what we have allowed to happen in
this country with respect to our children. And I think we all sense
that the time has come to do it.

Mr. RANGEL I hope I do not sound too emotional, but I truly be-
lieve that it is a threat to our national security the way this young-
er generation has been educationally and emotionally crippled, and
been placed in the position that not only they cannot defend or
make a contribution to society, but they are a drag on society. And
keeping them locked up in prisons certainly is not the answer in
any community.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Brown. But beforehand let me announce
that on March 4, the committee has scheduled the administration
to appear before the committee so that the committee can hear tes-
timony on the demonstration proposals that have already been
fashioned.

Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the gentle-

man from New York taking the time to come and share his
thoughts with us this morning.

I do not know as it will shock him that I hold a little different
view of the last 6 years. It does occur to me that the 13 million new
jobs for Americans in the last 6 years is a strong record. I find
myself voting against the defense appropriation bills these last
years because I thought they spent too much money and, to my
chagrin, I found the majority of my Democratic colleagues voting
for it. My recollection is that we have increased Federal spending
68 percent in those 6 years, not counting this year. Two-thirds of
that increase was in nonmilitary spending. I mention that because
while I deeply admire the gentleman and am delighted with his
positive attitude on this subject, I do not find myself in a 100 per-
cent agreement with him this morning.

The point I would like to explore is this: many people have fo-
cused on the potential of requiring recipients to be involved in
some sort of training, educational, work, or job placement program
as a quid pro quo for welfare benefits. Obviously that has to be lim-
ited to folks who are able-bodied.

But could you give us your view of that kind of requirement of
being attached to some employment or training program?

Mr. RANGEL. I think it makes a heck of a lot of sense, and I can
say that easily because there are no jobs, and so you can put the
mandatory requirements that do not really mean anything.

But let me say something to you about all of these job opportuni-
ties. You know, as commerce expands ant. the population expands,
and there are more jobs available, I know you are not talking
about the people that we are talking about today. These people do
not have to train to take advantage of these new job opportunities
that you talk about in the last 6 years, and our job is to make cer-
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tam that if they are qualified and have the skills to take advantage
of them, and do not do it, that we take them off the welfare rolls.

It would seem to me one of the things we tried to do in our com-
munity is that we go out to those employers and those industries
that hire a large number of people, especially in the service indus-
tries, and we ask them to join with us in developing the programs
that are necessary to train their employees so that we can do some
of the processing.

I have absolutely no problem in making it mandatory that those
who come to drink from the welfare well make certain that they
develop the skills to get out of it as soon as possible. If they cannot
do it, then get off the rolls.

Mr. BROWN. I really think you summed up in a few words the
potential for a very positive compromise.

Mr. RANGEL. Still the problem is going to be, you know, at what
stage does a mother give up her child and go to work and those
other things. But, listen, as long as we are saying that you are pre-
pared to say this person should have access to training and develop
the skills to get a job, we could work out the details. And even if I
lose this year, we can work out improvement for the next year. But
do not just turn it over to the States and tell them whatever sav-
ings you have, pocket it towards your budget.

Mr. BROWN. Yes; one of our problems might be in determining
the child's age at which mothers would be required to participate,
but I think people of good spirit can work that out. I agree with
you. I think part of the problem would be finding seed money to
make sure we have good training programs, good job programs,
good educational programs. And I suspect that if we find a prob-
lem, it might be in that area more than

Mr. RANGEL. Well, I am anxious to work with you.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PEASE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions.
I just want to thank our colleague. As usual, he has given us

some very thoughtful testimony, and I appreciate it a lot.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Andrews.
Mr. ANDREWS. Charlie, just to follow up on Hank's question to

you. Can we do something significant and keep it revenue neutral?
Mr. RANGEL. I have no idea. I do not see how you can really. Of

(Lase, I am not wedded to this revenue neutrality, and I do not
know, you know, in view of the budget that the President has sent
to us, I do not know whether he really means what he sent to us.
And if we realty thought that we were going to cut other programs,
then we are developing an adversary group that has been very
quiet now, and you will not hear from them until you decide what
you are going to abolish.

It is a catch-22. I do not see how you can do it. As a matter of
fact, many of these people would not be on welfare if we had done
it.

Mr. ANDREWS. Well, if you had to kind of make your own wish
list off the top of your head, surely we could start with some of the
grants to the cities, like UDAG and some of those programs. I
mean that is a place where some of us, even those of us from urban
areas could-
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Mr. RANGEL. I do not really figure at this point I would want to
find out where I want to stab myself, you knc for this program.

Mr. ANDREWS. Not under oath anyway this morning.
Mr. RANGEL. We will have a list, you know. Maybe we can take a

look at how much a foot we are giving the oil industry and see
whether or not those incentives are still necessary.

Mr. ANDREWS. That is important too.
Mr. RANGEL. I do not know. There are a lot of things we could

look at, but I still think that if it does reach that point, we all
ought to take a head because, as Mr. Downing says, you really do
not have to be an economist to find out that once these people start
working and paying taxes that this is one of those programs that
really will pay for itself. And if you can stop the chain, if you can
stop kids from believing that a way of life is waiting for the check,
then you really are getting more bang out of the buck. So it is just
common sense that would dictate that we should be going in that
direction. But that does not help us with the 1988 budget figures.

Mr. ANDREWS. No, it does not, but I think your point is well
taken. As we start this process and this debate, we really should
not as a Congress be so wedded to this theory of revenue neutrality
that we lose an opportunity to do something really significant. I
mean it would be a terrible thing if we debate the process for how-
ever long it takes in this Congress, if we move the programs
around, cutting here and cutting there, all in the name of revenue
neutrality, and we do not accomplish something significant just be-
cause of the dollars.

Mr. RANGEL I am afraid that is the major fear that I have be-
cause there is nobody that is opposing welfare reform.

Mr. ANDREWS. That is right. That is right.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin.
Mr. Lxv--. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to par-

ticipate. Mr. Rangel is so cogent that I think I had better not ask
any questions. Thank you.

Mr. RANGEL. You can tell the junior members on the committee.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Rangel, let us again thank you very much

for your appearance and your testimony before the committee.
Mr. RANGEL. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Thank you.
Mr. Wheat, you are on the panel. We will recognize you if you

want to participate in some of the questions for the witnesses. I
thought you were here to be a witness, but we are delighted to
have you, and we welcome you to the panel.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Chairman, I did not have any questions for the
distinguished gentleman from New York, but I would like to thank
you for the opportunity, for your gracious invitation to sit in with
you. I would like to do that inasmuch as this is going to be a major
issue this year, and you are a recognized leader and will be theleader

Chairman FOR1 . We know that we are going to have to bring it
before the Rules C immittee too.

Mr. WHEAT. We ,rope at some point to work with you in putting
all the pieces togethLr.

Chairman FORD. Thank you.
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We also are delighted to have one of our own of this committee,
Mr. Peas^ of Ohio. Thank you very much for taking the time to
come from, I guess, the top of the panel down to the witness table
to testify.

We recognize our own now, Mr. Pease.

STATEMENT OF HON. DON .1. PEASE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Prase. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief
and just se., that I wanted to come before you as a witness today in
order to u Jerscore my own great interest in welfare reform. I be-
lieve it is one of the most important things that we will be called
upon to do in 1987.

As we in the Ways and Means Committee learned last year in
dealing with tax reform, the fact that the public supports the
thrust of the legislation does not necessarily make the job easy. I
know we face a long hard road this year.

I am not any wish list today. I do not have a proposal
worked out for ow we ought to reform our welfare system. I do
not have any particular provisions that I especially want to get
into any bill that we produce. Mainly, I just wanted to mention a
couple of guidelines which I thought the committee ought to keep
in mind as it goes about its deliberations.

First, as has been mentioned today, work should be the key. If
people agree on anything, they would agree on that. No matter
what one thinks should be our primary goal on welfare reform,
whether it should be reduction of poverty, cutting costs, or reduc-
ing the number of people in the programs, a job has always been
and will continue to be the best way to achieve any of these goals.
So certainly, to the extent that we can stress jobs, we will be better
off.

For the many people who can work, the system should not put
obstacles in their paths.

Second, the welfare system needs to be fie:Ale. I think that is
almost self-evident. But we want to be careful about excessive flexi-
bility. I am glad the President recognizes the importance of flexibil-
ity, but I fear he may want to carry the concept too far. Encourag-
ing State and local governments to embark on innovative programs
is certainly worthwhile, as experiences in several States in recent
years have demonstrated, and as we have heard in previous testi-
mony be' re this committee.

But as mg as Federal funds are going to be a part of the pack-
age, the Federal Government has a responsibility to the taxpayers
to make sure that the dollars spent in the programs under discus-
sion today are spent wisely. We should not use obedience to the
concept of flexiLility as an excuse to abdicate our responsibility to
maintain fiscal cot trols.

Third, reform ought to give us a more family-friendly system. It
is past time that we required States to adopt an unemployed
parent program as part of the AFDC program. And I am sure I am
preaching to the choir when I talk to the chairman about that pro-
vision. The President has enunciated as one of his welfare reform
principles that the system should "encourage the formation of eco-
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nomically self-sufficient families." It seems to me that making the
unemployed parent program mandatory as we have suggested from
this subcommittee in past years, would be an obvious way to help
fulfill this important goal.

Finally, we have to deal with transition problems of people who
move from welfare to gainful employment. I think this may be one
of the most important challenges that we face. It is rare that our
economic system catapults people directly from welfare into
middle-class employment. It just does not hr.ppen very often. So we
ought to concentrate on the transition r-aiod that a lot of people
on welfare will have to go through once they get employment.

Primarily, this means tome concern about access to health care
coverage. In my opinion, it is criminal and nonsensical to ask a
person on welfare to take a minimum wage jobwhich barely
comes up to the level of welfare paymentsand then, in the proc-
ess, lose eligibility for Medicaid. No person in his or her right mind
would accept such a deal because, in our society today, health care
costs are so important to every family.

As I close, let me refer again to the tax reform debate that began
to take shape just 2 years ago. All the principals in tax reform
made a special effort to make our tax system more fair to the
working poor, who in many ways had become arguably the most
disadvantaged group in our society. I think the way that tax
reform finally dealt with low-income individuals was one of the
real accomplishments of this committee last year.

If our work goes well, the result will be many more members of
the ranks of the so-called working poor. We will, if we are success-
ful, move people off the welfare rolls and into those ranks of work-
ing poor.

We want their stays on those lower rungs of the economic ladder
to be brief. But, as we make them proceed up that ladder, let us
make sure that they are encouraged and helped and not discour-
aged from getting on that ladder and moving up.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:)
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TESTIMONY OF HON. DON J. PEASE

before the

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

of the

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

FEBRUARY 19, 1987

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues on the subcommittee, let me begin by
commending the chairman for undertaking these hearings on welfare reform so
early in this session. To do a good job on welfare reform will take
considerable time and effort on all our parts, so this early start is
essential.

As we on the Ways and Means Coemdttee learned last year in dealing with tax
reform, the fact that the public supports the thrust of the effort does not
mean the job will be easy. Like tax reform, welfare reform is something
that most people seem to favor almost instinctively. But unlike tax reform.
welfare reform will not have a direct impact on most citizens. This fact
will probably make our job harder.

As far as specific welfare reform recommendations are concerned. I am not
carrying any kind of wish list today. But I do want to mention some general
principles that common sense suggests should guide the subcommittee in its
work on this important issue.

First, work should be the key. No matter what one thinks should be
our primary goal in welfare reform--whether it be reduction of
poverty, cutting the cost of welfare programs, or reducing the
number of people who depend on the programs - -a job has always been
and will continue to be the best way to achieve any of these goals.

For the many who can work and want to work, the system should not
put obstacles in their paths. In fact, a subcommittee priority
should be finding ways to improve the system's capacity for
facilitating and encouraging both job training and employment.

I Second, the welfare system needs to be flexible. I am glad that the
WiiTaint recognizes the importance of flexibility, but I fear the
President may want to carry the concept too far. Encouraging state
and local governments to embark on innovative programs is certainly
worthwhile, as experiences in several states in recent years have
demonstrated. But as long as federal funds are going to be a part
of the package, the federal government has a responsibility to the
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taxpayers to make sure that the dollars spent on the programs under
discussion today are spent wisely.

Third, reform ought to give us a more family-friendly system. It is

pa -time that we required states to adopt an unemployed parent
program as part of the AFDC system. The fact that AFDC was

originally designed to aid needy children without fathers has led to
criticism that the program encourages the break-up or non-formation

of families. It is time that we remove the basis for that

criticism. The'llouse of Representatives has included a mandatory
AFDC unemployed parent program proposal in the last few
reconciliation bills, but the Reagan Administration has strenuously
opposed the proposal. The idea has been killed in conference every
time.

The President has enunciated as one of his welfare reform principles
that the system should "encourage the formation of economically
self-sufficient families." It seems to me that making the
unemployed parent program mandatory would be an obvious way to help

fulfill this important goal.

I Finally, we have to deal with transition problems of people who move
from we fare to gainful employment. Our economic system does not
generally find people jumping directly from the poverty level to a

middle -class income. The subcommittee should concentrate on this

transition period. For example, we neld to think about peoples'

access to health care coverage for themselves and their children.
Too many people feel that they are forced to choose between a low
wage job and continued access to health care coverage. In my view,

this choice introduces a factor that ought not to enter into the
decision of whether to join the workforce. When it comes to
choosing between work and welfare, work should come out on top.

As I close, let me refer once again to the tax reform debate that began to
take shape just two years ago. All the principals in tax reform made a

special effort to make our tax system fairer to the working poor, who in
many ways had become arguably the most disadvantaged group in our society.
I think the way tax reform ultimately dealt with low-income individuals was

one of its most praiseworthy accomplishments.

If our work goes well, the result will be many more members of the ranks of

the so-called working poor. We want their stays on those lower rungs of the

economic ladder to be brief. But let's make sure they are encouraged and

helped to get on the ladder and start climbing.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Don.
Don, just for the record, there has been a lot of talk about it, and

Mr. Downey mentioned it in his conversation with Mr. Rangel
about budget neutrality. How do you foresee this committee and
the Congress dealing with the revenue impact of a welfare reform
package? Should we first consider the revenue neutral aspect of it,
or should we try to identify those components within a program
that will in fact be viable as they relate to work education and
training?

Mr. Pima. Sure. Mr. Chairman, as you know, those decisions
about revenue neutrality go far beyond the confines of this subcom-
mittee. I think we really have to look to the leadership to make the
basic underlying decision.

But I would think that in fashioning a welfare program, we
ought to start out without reference to the cost and ask ourselves
what would it take to develop a commonsense, practical, workable
welfare system? And then, having done that, and having looked to
see what resources are available to us from the Budget Committee
and the leadership, we should cut the cloth as we have to in order
to make things fit. I would hope that if we have to operate within
the existing revenues, we can do that in a way that fits in intelli-
gently with some broader concept of what welfare reform ought to
be. In other words, we ought not to act this year on welfare reform
in a way that cuts us off from progress in future years if more re-
sources become available.

I think that it is possible to make some useful improvements in
the welfare system within current revenues. However, I think we
would be making a mistake to start out from the assumption that
that is what we ought to look at first. We ought to broaden our ho-
rizons.

Chairman Foam One final question, Mr. Pease. The Downey-
Evans federalism bill that was introduced in the last Congress, and
I am not sure whether it has been introduced in this Congressis
it in this Congress?

Mr. DOWNEY. Not yet, but it will be.
Chairman FORD. There are a lot of very attractive features about

the t, il. But as was mentioned earlier with the witness right before
you, crossing jurisdictional lines in the Congress and having joint
referrals as well as whatever sequential referrals might be in
order, could be difficult.

Should we try to limit jurisdiction to this area, public assistance,
the welfare population itself, or should we try to be broader than
that? And it might be that we can draft a bill solely within our
jurisdiction. Or, a bill might not be reported from this committee
without some joint referrals, and if that is the case, hopefully we
can get the leadership to place a time restraint that would require
other committees to report the legislation out.

I guess the question is, should we try to draft legislation to con-
fine the welfare reform package to the welfare population and,
therefore, giving this committee jurisdiction over the bill that we
would report?

Mr. PRASE. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know. we constantly run
into problems caused by the jurisdictions of the various committees
in Congress. I believe that it is a function of the House leader-
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shipthe Speaker, the Majority Leaderto find practical ways to
work out those jurisdictional problems either by using the example
of the Energy Committee in 1978 and 1979 t;ecagoint a special
committee or an ad hoc committee to deal s cally with the
problem. Or Congress could address the jurisdictional problem in-
formally by getting together the relevant subcommittee chairmen
and deciding on a general direction for our efforts so that when one
subcommittee does its piece and another does its piece, they com-
plement one another and do not clash.

I think either one of those models could be used. But clearly we
ought not to be starting out in our subcommittee with our own as-
sumptions without getting some understanding from the leader-
ship.

Chairman FORD. You know, the administration, when Dr. Miller
testified last week or the week before the full committee, in his
conversation on welfare reform and in his testimony, he talked
about, I guess, dismantling the Summer Youth Employment Pro-
gram, which would not be under the jurisdiction of this committee.
And it is very attractive maybe when you look at the $800 million
that the administration talked about and replace it with a training
component for the population of children within the welfare pro-
gram. I do not know how Education and Labor views the proposal,
and which committee might have the jurisdiction in the House. It
would involve dismantling another program.

I think some of those features are within the Downey-Evans bill,
and, Tom, I am surely in no way not supportive of the bill that you
have already fashioned in the last Congress. I am just concerned
now as to how we claim jurisdiction annr Zs to move with a pack-
age that will reflect and respond to those needs in the welfare pop-
ulation of this Nation and those who are living below the poverty
thresholds.

That is all. Thank you, Mr. Pease.
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if I could be heard on this. I think

that what Hank mentioned before is something that is really criti-
cal here. The notion that an expanding economy is the best welfare
program is something that I believe. I mean you cannot obviously
share the wealth unless you create it. But, by the same token, as a
progressive Democrat, I will concede the fact that the economy is
creatir.g new jobs, not the sort of jobs I would have liked, but it has
certainly given us an opportunity to put people to work. But, at the
same time, while the economy has been expanding, it has left a
large segment of people completely out of the realm of greatest op-
portunity. I mean indeed the number of poor have increased so
that if liberals have learned one thing, it is that self-sufficiency
and work have to be any part cc a welfare program and additional
training, additional education. 1 am prepared to concede that point.
You should work but you should have opportunity.

And what I would like to have conceded to meno, not by you,
but I mean in the rhetorical sense, is the notion that even an ex-
panding economy will not solve the problems that we have to
tackle. If we can address those two issues, I think we have got the
seeds for a serious bit e bipartisan legislation.

Now, let me just address the issue of revenue neutrality. The
Evans bill and my bill, what it does basically is it says, look, pover-
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ty is a national problem. AFDC should have the unemployM
parent program in it, it should be financed 90 percent by the Fed-
eral Government, 10 percent by the States; Medicaid same thing. I
mean it is irrational for us to think that in Texas the people who
have been unemployed as a result of a downturn in the oil econo-
my are not somehow also New York, Ohio, Colorado, and Tennes-
see's responsibility. It is crazy. I mean it was true when Mr.
Pease's constituents were unemployed, when the automobile indus-
try was falling on hard times. It is true in Texas and Louisiana.
These are national problems that have to be addressed nationally.
That is the first point.

The second is that it does not mean that they have to be admin-
istered nationally. Far from it. And my strong preference would be
for it to be administered locally. But that if you are going to do
this, if you are going to provide a 90 percent payment for AFDC
and Medicaid and what, I might add, a large percentage of poor
children who have not had proper medical attention, allow them to
have medical attention, that there is going to be a very strong re-
quirement for us given the political reality of how we are going to
pay for it. And all mine and Senator Evans' bill does is say, look, to
the cities, we are going to help you but we are going to take some
of these other programs that have been great programs but are not
necessarily targeted to the poor, and we are going to pay for them
that way. We are going to remove UDAG; we are going to remove
EDA; we are going to make mass transit take that away from you
and, at the same token, you are now going to have to go to the
States and say to the States, because we will be paying for AFDC
and Medicaid, you pay for it. That is what my approach is. And we
are really much closer to consensus here than I could ever, ever
thought possible a year or two ago.

My concern is about jurisdictional lines, and I think Don has al-
ready answered the question. In 1978, Don, Tip appointed an
Energy Committee and a Welfare Reform Committee. The reason
we remember the Energy Committee is because it came up with a
bill, and the Welfare Reform Committee did not. That was Jim Cor-
man's tutelage.

Chairman Foan. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. DOWNZY. Yes.
Chairman FORD. And, Tom, that is mat I am afraid of, and your

approach does not frighten me at all, but like I said earlier, I stud-
ied your bill when it was introduced in the last Congress, and I
raised, a couple of questions about it and wanted to know in 1977, I
think that is when Tip appointed the committee- -

Mr. Dowitxy. 1977.
Chairman Foan. I am concerned as towas that the real prob-

lem, that there were so many jurisdictional conflicts that the dif-
ferent committees could never, you know, find themselves agreeing
upon anything and reputing a bill.

Mr. DOWNIY. And, Hal, let me just say that I am not wedded to
any concept. I want toI mean if there are elements of my bill
that could pass, terrific, that is great; if not, I am prepared to hap-
pily accept whatever the subcommittee decides to do.

But the reality is that there has got to be a work component to
any welfare reform bill. And we do not have jurisdiction to do that.
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There has got to be a way. We are in a better position to pay for it
than any other committee, so we have that advantage. But we have
to do a work component, we have got to do an education compo-
nent, and that means Education and Labor, or certainly probably
Waxman's subcommittee are going to be part and parcel of what-
ever we do. That is just a reality. Do you disagree, Don?

Mr. PEASE. No, not at all.
Mr. Chairman, I might say that I am willing, quite willing to

accept Mr. Downey's belief that a rising tide does not lift all votes
and that a growing economy does not provide jobs for a lot of
people at the lower end of the economic scale.

I am probably not quite conservative enough to qualify as accept-
ing your premise on behalf of the conservative movement, but for
what it is worth, I accept it nonetheless.

Mr. DOWNEY. It is better far articulated, Don, than they do.
Chairman FORD. Tom, there is one thing to consider. According

to the staff of the committee, under title IV(a) of the Social Securi-
ty Act, there is a section of the Social Security Act that we think
might give us the authority for the work component of the welfare
reform package. We will be conversing with all members on the
committee and staff on this.

Mr. DOWNEY. Hal, my only concern is that, first of all, I am very
skittish about trying to bootstrap our way to a jurisdiction that
clearlyI mean take a look at Education and Labor, a lot of our
colleagues there do not have a whole lot to do anyway and have
not done much over the last few years except to say no and cut
things. And now you are saying, guess what, we are going to grab
some of your jurisdiction as well.

Chairman Foan. No, we do not want to do that, Tom, at all. Nat-
urally we do not. We do not want to do that. But we would surely
like to have the attention of Education and Labor to say, gee, it is
strong enough even if we brought it before the committee, we
would report it right out. We want to make sure that we work
closely with them.

Mr. DOWNEY. I think Don made a point. If there are problems
with setting up a super committee, I think we are doing the trade
bill that has multiple jurisdiction, and we are going to do it quick-
ly. So there are plenty of examples of being able to get things done
across jurisdictional Imes. I mean I am not wedded to any one par-
ticular concept.

But I am concerned that we have got to appreciate that there are
daunting possibilities, you know, that

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I want to give you two thoughts. One
is that the approach in Mr. Downey's bill emphasizes the impor-
tance of getting the leadership to coordinate the general approach.If we get into a situation where we are assuming a cancellation of
major programs within the committees of jurisdictions by the com-
mittees in order to IF lance our program, we are just asking for
trouble.

But I think the leadership could straighten that out and say we
are or we are not going to go down that path.

Secondly, it seems to me that what Mr. Downey has done in his
bill is to make a suggestion for one way of paying for the improve-
ments in welfare, which ties back into your original question. Our
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first responsibility ought to be to figure out what needs to be done
and what makes sense and then figure out how to pay for it. And
one way would be this way, and another way would be additional
revenue. There are a variety of ways that we could do it. And that
would allow us to escape at least initially the jurisdictional battles
that we can envision.

Chairman Foan. Thank you, Mr. Pease.
Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. No questions.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Levin.
Mr. Lim. No questions.
Mr. Pima. I am disappointed that Mr. Brown did not take the

occasion to welcome me to the conservative caucus.
Mr. Baowri. I thought the gentleman had always been a

member.
Mr. DOWNEY. Hank, I did not know you were a member.
Chairman Foan. Thank you.
Our next witness is the ranking minority member of the commit-

tee, Hank Brown of Colorado.
Mr. Brown, we again welcome you as the new ranking member

of the committee and to the full Committee on Ways and Means as
well.

STATEMENT OF HON. HANK BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me time to
testify today. I particularly appreciate the opportunity to appear
before the committee.

I am excited about the potential that faces us today. We have a
very good chance of coming up with a strong bipartisan bill. The
central question before us is how you truly help people who are in
need. It is an interest of all Americans.

In many of the employment and training programs we have done
a poor job of helping people. It is not just a question of money. Ob-
viously money is involved, but another part of the problem is de-
signing programs to help people become independent instead of de-
pendent.

As I look over the figures of those who are in poverty, a recent
Harvard study indicates some interesting things. Thirty percent of
those in poverty will be in that condition for 2 years or less. Forty
percent will be in that condition from 3 to 7 years. Thirty percent
for 8 or more years. The tragedy of the programs we have designed
is not that we have not been willing to come up with funds to help
folks. We haveand in numbers that dwarf the efforts of any
nation in the history of the world. The tragedy is that many of the
programs we have come up with have not worked. They have not
moved people out of poverty. I do not mean that you are going to
solve all the problems. Obviously we are going to have these prob-
lems with us for a long time. Our challenge is to figure out how we
can improve these programs to truly help people.

I am optimistic that this committee is going to come up with
some strong advancements in that area.
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If you would permit me, I would like to submit my statement for
the record and just briefly summarize.

Chairman FORD. Without objection, it will be made part of the
record.

Mr. BROWN. I also would like to address just quickly some com-
ments about procedure. I have served in the State legislature
where I was in the majority and have served here in the minority.
I must say I prefer the majority.

At the State level we did not have proxy voting. Our committees
sat around one table. We seemed to be on the same level as the
witnesses. We ended up working together. And I think we seem to
have a little more difficult time of doing that in Congress. Part of
the problem is our procedure; part of it is how large our numbers
are; part of it is proxy voting when members are not present.

One of the things is missed at the national level is the abili-
ty to develop a bipartisan compromise. It is a product of people not
having the time to work together. I want to pledge to you that I am
going to take time to work with you. I think this is a vital issue
that our Nation needs to address. I think it is the one on which we
have a chance to come up with a truly bipartisan approach. And I
say all this understanding that we are not going to agree on every-
thing. I say understanding there are going to be some things that
get in this bill that I do not care for. Perhaps everyone comes to
that realization as you work through it. But I think welfare reform
is important enough that it merits intense effort by all of us. And I
want you to know that I am going to do everything humanly possi-
ble to get a bill that all of us support coming out of this subcom-
mittee.

They tell me that we used to have bills that mine out of this sub-
committee that way. And I cannot help but thmk that a bipartisan
effort starts with both sides of the aisle, and I want you to know
that I am going to do everything I can to fulfill our end of that.

Just quickly, some thoughts that I hope will be part of our legis-
lation. I hope to encourage flexibility for the States in the way they
administer the employment and training programs. I am convinced
that not all good ideas come from Washington. In fact, sometimes I
think that perhaps the minority of good ideas come from Washing-
ton. So, we should leave plenty of flexibility in the program, for
local improvement and local management.

Second, I think it is terribly important that we strongly address
the question of child support enforcement. To be specific, let me
name a few issues.

Making mandatory child support withholding provisions I think
is terribly important. Second, requiring States to adopt child sup-
port guidelines that are a rebuttable presumption in court and m
administrative proceedings, I think, is equally important. Third,
paternity establishment procedures should receive careful atten-
tion.

Fourth, legislative remedies for the persistent problem of inter-
state enforcement must be addressed as well. If we do all these
things, we can make real progress in the area of child support en-
forcement.

And, fifth, I think critical to what will be our most advantageous
effort here is addressing the problem of folks staying too long in
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the program. They tell me that 60 percent of the AFDC partici-
pants will stay in the program 8 years or longer. What a tragedy it
is that we have designed a program that seems to take 60 percent
of its participants and make them almost permanent recipients of
that program. Not a tragedy in that it costs money to help them;
but a tragedy in that we have not helped those folks become inde-
pendent.

Some of it can be addressed in how we classify when someone
can work and be eligible for employment and so on. My under-
standing is that currently very little is done to help AFDC recipi-
ents become independent as long as they have a child under the
age of 6. I think we need legislation to address this issue.

Nearly 60 percent of the mothers in this country who have pre-
school children are in the labor force. So it seems possible to re-
quire that AFDC mothers with young children be required to work
or prepare for work

What should we do? The No. 1 alternative I think is to provide
training, work, or education and bring people out of this cycle of
poverty. That is our major challenge, to break that cycle of pover-
ty.

If we require able-bodied people to participate in training or
work or educational programs, we will find a key element of break-
ing the cycle of poverty. I do not pretend that it is a cure-all, but it
is a major step in the right direction. And it is a major step toward
stimulating the mental attitude necessary to break the poverty
cycle. This may be more important than anything else we do.

I thank you for the opportunity to address the committee, Mr.
Chairman, and I will be happy to respond to any questions you
may have.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATZMINT OF HON. HANK BROWN, A lispRISINTATIVZ IN CONGRESS FROM THI STATE
OF COLORADO

Mr. Chairman, as we begin an important welfare debate, I appreciate the opportu-
nity to be a witness before this key subcommittee. As the ranking Republican
Member of the subcommittee, I believe that a bipartisan effort to reforming our na-
tion's system of public assistance programs is essential.

Welfare reform is clearly one of the major items on the agenda of the 100th Con-
gress. One reason is that new research has produced two important findings. The
first of these concerns the length of time people stay in poverty. Using longitudinal
data that were not previously available, researchers at Harvard, some of whom will
testify before this subcommittee in subsequent hearings, found that about 30 per-
cent of the people who fall into poverty get themselves out within 2 years and about
40 percent get themselves out within 3 to 7 years. The remaining 30 percent remain
in poverty for 8 years or more. Thus, the poor are a heterogeneous group. Some ex-
tricate themselves quicklyusually by marrying or finding employmentwhile
others languish for very long periods of time. It follows that our programs must
take into account these differences in the client population.

A second important finding from new researcli is that programs designed to help
welfare clients train for jobs, find jobs, or hold temporary jobs to gain experience
can be moderately successful. Excellent studies by the Manpower Development Re-
search Corp. in such States as California, West Virginia, and Maryland, have shown
that the number of AFDC mothers who can get unsubsidized employment can be
increased by about 8 percent. The MDRC studies also show that these programs can
pay for themselves and save money for both State and Federal Governments. If
these findings can be generalized, we in the Federal Government should encourage
mc.re States to try the employment and training programs. We should also consider
helping the States pay for such programs.
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In addition to research, another factor prompting the current welfare debate is
the widely publicized desire of States to either begin or expand their programs to
help welfare clients find jobs. "Welfare to work" has long been a slogan that could
characterize the nation's deepest hope for the poor. Work was a foundation of both
the New Deal and the War on Poverty. The idea that citizens should work forms
one of our nation's most revered ethics; there certainly can be no surprise that
those concerned v:ith the poor would like to help them escape poverty through
work. Without lending our uncritical voice to the claims of programs such as ET in
Massachusetts and GAM in California, we in the Congress should be heartened that
State administrators are once again saying, not just that work is the solution to wel-
fare, but that they are getting better at preparing welfare clients for work and are
anxious to do more.

A third important cause of the current interest in welfare reform is that statisti-
cally-defined poverty has increased dramatically in the recent past. Between the
late 1950s and 1967, poverty among all persons was cut in halffrom 23 to 11 per-
cent for all persons and 27 to 14 percent for children. For the next decade, poverty
rates held almost constant. But between 1978 and 1983, poverty increased from 11 to
15 percent for all persons and 15 tc 22 percent among children. The effects of these
recent increases have, no doubt, been intensified by the substantial decline in the
value of AFDC benefits because of inflation. We are now, as Senator Moynihan
argued before our subcommittee a few weeks ago, a nation in which children are the
poorest demographic group.

So now we once again return to the commonplace theme of welfare reform. We all
agree that the welfare system has serious problems and that the Congress should
take action. The primary message I bring to you today, Mr. Chairman, is that Re-
publican Members of the Public Assistance and UnemployrLant Compensation Sub-
committee are ready to enter into serious negotiation with you and all ofour sub-
committee colleagues to create bipartisan welfare reform legislation. Anybody can
talk about welfare reform, but you and I, along with the other nine Members of our
subcommittee, have the oppo 'ty to actually do something about it. In fact, I
think you will agree that we can get together on a specific legislative package, the
ppr 'ty will be greatly enhanced that the 100th Congress will achieve what prior
Cong es have only attempted.

Let's begin with principles. We Republican Members believe, first and foremost,
that our reforms should be guided by tin attempt to reduce welfare dependency.
Today, there is widespread biparti= agreement that too many of the nation's poor
are mired in a tangle of apathy and hopelessness, rad that the welfare system does
induce de ncy among some participants. As a result, reforms be gauged by
whether decrease the tendency of welfare programs to permit, and even pro-
mote,

Secon there is now an unprecedented degree of agreement in the Congress that
welfare implies mutual obligations. The formerly dominant idea that welfare was a
right that society owed its citizens has been substantially augmented by the idea
that citizens who receive welfare should pay something back to society. This concept
is nicely ca Lured by testimony we received several weeks ago from the American
Public Welfare Association. More specifically, the APWA welfare reform proposal is
based on the concept of a contract between AFDC clients and the local welfare de-
partment Yes, government has a positive responsibility to support citizens who
cannot find jobs or who are unmarried and have young children, but help is pre-
mimed on the understanding that recipients owe something back. If citizens appeal
to government for help with the expectation that they can receive without giving,
the system must be structured in a way that will teach and reinforce the principle
of reciprocal obligations.

The third principle is that our welfare must balance the citizen's need for income
adequacy with society's need to maintain work incentive. Welfare benefits have de-
clined in real terms over the pest decade. As a result, especially in some States,
many critics assert that benefits are too low. A witness at our earlier hearing re-
ferred to such benefit levels as "unconscionable". Though humanitarian impluse
may prompt us to agree with this characterization, I think it is important to add
that high benefits increase dependency by decreasing the motivation to work. We
paid a great deal of money in the 1960s and 19704 to test this proposition. As shown
clearly in the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiment, high cash bene-
fits reduced the work effort of males, wives, female family heads, and youth. For
some of these grow the work reduction was on the order of 25 percent. So while
we agree to y consider benefit levels, let's also agree to do so with the under-
standing that we trade each increment of benefit increase for an increment of work
disincentive.
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Beginning with these principles, I am proposing three broad areas of welfare
reform to which I hope the subcommittee will direct its attention. First, the Federal
Government should allow the States more flexibility in setting up their employment
and training pp I am quite willing to negotiate on details, but as my col-
leagues from b and New York have suggested, I would allow States to keep
the various employment and training programs currently associated with AFDC. I
would also require HMS to set up a Division of Work Programs, and I would provide
performance-based incentives for the States to receive a higher proportion of their
funding for employment and training from the Federal Government.

The second general area of reform favor is the Child Support Enforcement pro-
gram. Senator Moynihan made it clear in his testimony before our subcommittee
that the Senate also will propose substantial changes in the Child Support program.
Republican Members of this subcommittee would like to consider both making the
mandatory withholding provisions universal and requiring the States to adopt child
support guidelines that are a rebuttable presumption in all court and administra-
tive proceedings. We also think that paternity establishment should receive careful
attention. Similarly, we want to determine whether we can find some legislative
remedies for the persistent problem of interstate enforcement. Finally, even cursory
examination of AFDC statistics shows that the child support system experiences its
bigest problem with out-of-wedlock births. Since these constitute about 50 percent
of- the AFDC caseload, we should try to find some means of establishing paternity
awl getting child support orders at or near the time of birth. Taken together, these
types child support reforms would serve with the dual purpose of helping noncus-

parnts meet their financial obligations to theia children and reducing AFDC
expenditures.

The third area for reform is the AFDC program itself. I am aware that our col-
leagues from Connecticut and New York will propose sweeping changes in the pro-
gram, and these certainly should be studied carefully by our subcommittee. While
some people are using the AFDC program approprreierigfor temporary cash
income to support a family until the breadwinner is tithed, the major prob-
lem remains that too many people *won the program too long.

We should consider changes in AMC that might encourage people to become in-
dependent more quickly. The employment and training programs we just discussed
are perhaps the best way to help people out of poverty. ut as we sit here cliscuas-
ing the AMC , over 60 percent of its current participants are in the midst
of spells that wiriCrat least 8 years. The emplornant and training programs can
give these people a handbut it is not the only answer.

Requiring serious efforts by participants who are able to prepare for work and
independence must be pert of the program. If we are willing to give people cash
benefits, work training or experience, assistance fording a job, and day care and
other services during and after the training period, then we should have a right to
expect them to participate in good faiwi and exert themselves. After a short period
of time on welfare, able-bodied recipients should be in school, in training, in job
search, or at work.

A key issue in designing this approach is determining when the requirements
should bn relative to the age of the mother's youngest child. Currently, we re-
quire little of AFDC recipients until the youngest child is age 6. In a society in
which 60 percent of the mothers with preschool children are active in the labor
force we can do better. Surely we can agree that this aspect of the AFDC program
deserves our closest scrutiny.

Mr. Chairman, these are the principles on which we believe our welfare reform
legislation should be constructed, and these are some of the general program ideas
we would like our subcommittee to consider. I suggest that we begin serious biparti-
san negotiations very soon to see if these proposals can be translated into specific
legislation. For the first time in memory, we start with a surprising degree of con-
sensus on principles; now we must find the specific reforms that will satisfy Repub-
licans and Democrats alike. S -ing on behalf of subcommittee Republicans, I say
to you that we are ready to discuss specifics in a spirit of bipartisanship and com-
promise. Let us begin.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown.
You know, we have already communicated in the last 2 or 3

weeks to talk about how we will conduct business on this commit-
tee. It is the intent of the Chair to work very closely with the mi-
nority side of the committee. And we have gotten off to a good
start, and I certainly would hope that we will continue to have this
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dialog and make sure that all of the features of this bill will be de-
veloped with a strong bipartisan effort and a bipartisan move in
the Congress to report out a welfare reform package. And I wel-
come this opportunity as chairperson of this subcommittee, and I
am almost certain that I speak for the other members of this com-
mittee on the Democratic side.

One question that I do have for you is that when you were talk-
ing about the 60 percent of 1.siii6-trm dependency on welfare, I
really would like to try to identify w Here that information came
from. I have bee:, of studying the issue for the last 18 to 20 months,
and I am just trying to identify the source of your information, so ,
we would be privy to it as well. We seem to have some diffe
numbers.

We both agree that 50 percent of the recipients come and go
off within the first 2 years, and half of that 50 nt go off
within the first year. I am trying to understand the 60 percent
that you make reference to for the long-term dependency on wel-
fare is different from m_y information.

Mr. %owe.% I would be glad to supply that. I think my reference
was intended to be to those who are on the AFDC program only,
not the welfare programs in general.

I think the earlier figures I mentionedthe 30 percent, 40 per-
cent and 30 percent breakdownwere for poverty itself and not
the AFDC program. The later reference to the 60 percent
was an estimate of the percentage of people now on AFDC wV111):
in the program for 8 years or more. These figures are from the
Harvard study, and I would be glad to supply the complete refer-
ence.

Chairman FORD. Because about 9 years, 9 or 10 years has been,
the maximum length of time. And whether that has been 9 consist-
ent years on a person has come on for 1 year, gone back into the
work force, back on public assistance 11/2 years, and we are just
trying to determine--

Mr. BROWN. That may well be the differencewhether the spell
on AFDC is straight through or broken.

Chairman Foam Mr. Downey.
Mr. Dowwxv. A blizzard of statistics on that point was one that I

was going to raise as well because this isI am going to send a
copy as soon as they are around. This is called the "New Social
Contract", and it was done for my Governor. He has not yet em-
braced it, but it a primer that I use on statistics. And they have a
littleI think it is just a question of how one extrapolates the
same data.

Hank, let me just say that, first of all, I view with delight your
and Rod Chandler's move to come on the committee. I think it
speaks well for the fact that we are going to work in a bipartisan
way. And I frankly do not think we can do it without you. itiud I
hope that we proceed under that assumption, that we are going to
do this together because the last thing that this should be is a par-
tisan issue where we point the finger at Republicans for not caring,
and you point it at us for not caring anything about any fiscal pru-
dence.

The issue that you raise which I completely agree on is this issue
of child support enforcement, and it has to do with the greater
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notion of what do you do to make the family a self-bufficient and
productive unit in American sociem.y? And the fact is that the vast
majority of people on welfare, first the majority of people who are
poor are working. That is the first thing.

Secondly, the statistics are quite extraordinary abouthere it is,
how many of the poor can work? Only 46 percent of the pool are
able to work. The other 38 percent are children, 10 percent are el-
derly or 5 percent are too sick to be able to. And of the poor, 35
percent are already working full-time, 21 percent part-time, and 9
percent are looking for work. So, I mean what we are talking about
are of the poor, a fairly focused one out of every six, frankly, who
is eligible for it that is not actually working. But I think a compo-
nent of this is the fact chat I think again only 58 percent of the
people, women with children, are not receiving any sort of support
from the' :esponsible spouses, mates or otherwise. And I am
happy to .vork with you in any way that we can make very, very
tough requirements for child support enforcement which I think
has to be a very important part.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PRIM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Hank, we appreciate your

testimony, (Specially your promise to work with us on this side of
the committee structure.

I do not think any of us disaFee about the importance of work,
and training people, and educating people so they have an opportu-
nity to work. I would hope, though, that we all keep in mind, as
Mr. Downey just indicated, there are a number of people on wel-
fare who cannot work for one reason or another, and a number of
others who, theoretically, can work Mit who effectively are not
very attractive as employees.

I used to be an employer myself, and I well remember that in
periods of high unemployment, one had the pick of the cream of
the crop. You could afford to be awfully picky. Then in periods of
low unemployment, you had to dip down a little bit and take
people who were not perfect in every respect.

As I look at a lingering 61/2, 7 percent unemployment rate, it just
seems to me that employers are going to contmue to be in a situa-
tion where they can be fussy. They can say to non-high school grad-
uates, do not apply. Or they can say to people who are chronically
sick and maybe absent from work, do not apply, and so on.

So I would hope that we would look at some component of this
program which would help people in that category who might well
stay on welfare for a lone period of time, not because they want to
or because they are unwilling to enter into training programs, but
because they are just not very attractive employees, especially if
there is a large pool of other people who are available and who are
better qualified.

Mr. Downey was interested in having somebody grant that the
rising tide does not lift all boats. Do you recognize that component
of our welfare population, and do you feel that it is legitimate for
us to pay some attention to that group?

Mr. BROWN. I do, and I think you make a very sound point. But
while I do not think in religious terms you would think of me as
born-again, certainly in employment terms I think you could. The
county where I live has county jobs availdile to folks who apply for
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assistance, and the most encouraging thing is not just the skills
they learn on the county jobs. The most encouraging thing is that
the county placed an enormous number of welfare clients in mean-
ingful private sector jobs in just the first month. That initial job
with the county is a real motivator towards finding other employ-
ment.

Consider another piece of evidence. In the company I worked
with for a couple of years, I got to head up a special program we
had to stimulate minority enterprise. We took a little different ap-
proach in that instead of trying to find something easy, we took the
toughest job we could find, and we found the toughest
could do it. What I found so encouraging was a dramatic c e in
people's behavior patterns as then began to tackle these cult
jobs.

I think your observations about the patterns of employers is very
accurate. I do not dispuie that at all. But the encouraging part to
me was the dramatic change that took place in individuals whose
family had not had a pattern of work, whose family had not had a
pattern of dressing a certain way, who had not had a pattern of
always showing up on time. And I found people readily changing
their behavior when they were given the proper incentives.

To me that is the real challenge we facehow to find those in-
centives for folks.

Mr. PEASE. Exactly right. I do not think that the atmosphere is
right for us to reinstitute a WPA from the Depression days, where
the Government had jobs available that even the most unskilled
person could fill. But perhaps as part of our flexibility in this bill,
we might allow and even encoux age some States to set up the kind
of county level jobs system that you mention, so that when a
person comes in on welfare, that person does not have the excuse
that no jobs are available. The county can make them available,
and that person can learn the value of self-worth that comes
through work, and can learn some employment skills like arriving
on time and so on.

Mr. BaowN. The other thing we found was a spiritual thing, if
you will ,ardon the reference. It was not just that they were doing
something for the money they received, but all of a sudden there
was not a stigma to having gotten assistance; there was a pride in
having earned that assistance. That is as important as the help
itself.

Mr. PEASE. Thank you.
Chairman Foam Mr. Levin.
Mr. Lxviri. I do not have any questions, just a brief comment on

the 60 percent. I was looking at the GAO report that I think re-
flects on this, and it essentially shows that most of the people who
receive welfare have been around a relatively short time, far short-
er than 8 years. But a quarter of those who ever use AFDC receive
it for 10 years or more, and that those long-term users account for
almost 60 percent of AFDC recipients at any one time.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you.
Mr. Lam. And, of course, that 60 percent includes children. We

all want to be careful about these facts. However one looks at it, I
think we come to essentially the same conclusion that there is a
need to address the needs of those who are on AFDC for a long
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period of time. That represents for them and for society a major
challenge.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you very much.
Mr. LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. At this time we are very delighted to have one

of the senior Members of the Congress, and a spokesperson for the
elderly, the spokesperson for many in this nation.

Mr. Pepper, we are very delighted to have you appear and testify
before our subcommittee today, and we look forward to hearing
from you. Mr. Pepper.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. PEPPER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members
of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I have a statement I will offer for the
record.

Chairman FORD. Without objection.
Mr. PEPPER. I would just like to make some comments on this

matter. In the first place I am glad that this committee, which I
know, will give it fair and objective consideration in dealing with
the matter of welfare reform.

To some peop .44and I regret to say it seems to have been the
policy of this administrationwelfare reform means to cut off
more and more I. i le from the benefits of welfare. I have not
heard of any that they have submitted to put more people
on welfare, yet ere are many, many people in America who de-
serve to be on welfare who are not on there at the present time.

I divide the people who should be the beneficiaries of welfare
into two categories: those who are potentially employable and those
who are not potentially employable. Those who are not potentially
employable need to be dealt with in a compassionate and, at the
same time, an effective and efficient manner. They need to be pro-
tected, the government needs to be protected against fraud and the
like.

Incidentally, all I ever hear about people imposing on the food
stamp program, it is always a fat lady in a new Cadillac that drives
up to a food market and goes in there with the food stamps, buys a
lot of liquor and cigars and cigarettes. I said to them, "Why do you
not use a Lincoln sometimes? That is a good car." [Laughter.]

They always insist she is in a Cadillac for some reason or an-
other.

So those who are unemployable, of course, should be dealt with
fairly and objectively. The programs should be efficient. We should
protect the programs against fraud or imposition or unfair taking
advantage of them.

The second up, the employables, there are three things that
relate p y to them. The one is they need education or train-
ing that will enable them to get a job and perform responsible
work that is payable.

I wish this committee would come out for declaration on the part
of the Federal Government that we are going to raise the compul-
sory education scale in the United States to high school graduation.
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As it is now, they drop out about the ninth grade, around 15 to 16
years old. In my community of Miami and the environs there, that
is particularly true of the black students.

Well, what chance has a boy or girl got who drops out of school
in the ninth grade in this competitive society in which we live of
getting a decent job? About all that is available, about a!1 that he
or she needs to do, unless they are a genius like Thomas Edison or
somebody, about all they are fit to do is common labor. They usual-
ly do not want that kind of a job, and at their age they are not
maybe capable of competing with grown men that are in that field
of endeavor.

So the first thing to do, we have got to give them the education,
and we ought to raise the compulsory education requirement to
high school. That is the first thing.

The second thing, we ought to give them some kind of technical
training, vocational training. I have never ceased to admire, as I
happen to have been here when the Congress did it and am proud
to have been a part of it, the GI bill. We took every man and
woman that had been in the service in World War II, and we gave
them an opportunity to get an education and to get some training.

I have heard it said time and time again on the floor of the
House and the floor of the Senate and in various parts of the coun-
try that the increased revenue the Government derived from men
and women who were better qualified is in excess of the cost of the
program. And I believe it is true.

We enabled American citizens to do more to help build up the
country by giving them training or educational skill. Education is
not an expense; it is an investment. And yet the administration
has cut educational opportunity right and left since it has been in
authority, and I regret to see it.

So the first thing we have got to do is give them a chance to get
an education. Down my way, 1 think 40 or 40-odd percent of the
black boys and girls are unemployed. Well, unless they get a better
education and better training, they probably are going to remain
unemployed.

So the first thing in dealing with the potentially employable is to
qualify them to work. The second this .g is to enable them physical-
ly to be able to work. As the distinguished gentleman from New
York has just point ' out here, a lot. of people are not able to work.
That relates to tl -7Jam that we are going to be faced with in
this Congress. F isively are we going to provide health care
to the American

One-fifth of the ten in America today are living in poverty.
They tell me today Liat the largest group of our population which
is impoverished is the children's group.

The other day, the Senator from Connecticut, Mr. Dodd, and I in-
troduced a bill, the Young Americans Act, like the elderly bill, the
Older Americans Act, and I hope we can do that. But health care
today is available only to a relatively small part and percentage of
the American people.

I commend the President and I commend Dr. Bowen for making
a feeble, timid, dwarf kind of a step fort 'rd, but that is all it is.
The day before yesterday when my Subcommittee on Health and
Long Term Care had a hearing on this subject, and on my bill, H.R.
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65which I hope you honorable colleagues will have a chance to
seewhich provides comprehensive care for the elderly. I am going
to introduce another bill that will provide comprehensive care for
everybody.

But we had a man here, a professor of geriatrics at Harvard
Medical School, who is also on the MIT faculty and associated with
Massachusetts General Hospital, one of the outstanding hospitals
in the country. He pointed out, and I think he said less than 1 or 2
percent of the people in their hospital, I would assume a reasona-
ble, normal, average hospital, stay longer than 2 months. Only 1 or
2 percent. We have estimated at the outside only 3 percent of the
people will get the benefit of that bill. It provides nothing for home
care or for nursing home care, nothing for drugs upon which the
elderly spend $10 billion a year, nothing for eyeglasses, hearing
aids. These hearing aids cost about $500 or $600 apiece. A lot of
people cannot afford them, and they go around trying to hear what
is going on around them.

Now, let me show you. The other day at our hearing, I read this
statement: An 83-year-old man from Maine wrote me a letter about
this hearing. He said, "Here I sit, the loneliest man that ever lived.
I have admitted my wife of 55 years to a nursing home. She has
Alzheimer's, and I am caught between a rock and a hard place. I
can no longer provide the round-the-clock care she requires, and I
will soon be unable to pay the cost of the care she is now getting
which have exhausted our $160,000 in savings

Now, how many Americans have $160,000 in the bank or in
liquid assets?

One other man ap pwrW. in person before our committee. He
called up the White House before he came to our committee hear-
ing and told them, "I wish you would listen in on my testimony
today. I think you ought to hear it."

And guess what he said? "I was 58 years old. I was a strong man
physically. I had a good job. My wife and I owned our home, and I
had four health insurance policies. And we had $140,000 in the
bank."

He arid, "I thought I was safe and secure from adversity in re-
spect to health."

So what happened? He got the same information I got one day:
Your wife has cancer. He said, "Shortly after that, I had a stroke.
Shortly after that, I had a bad automobile accident." He said,
"Now, I am trying to take care of my wife in the nursing home. I
am trying to get along, disabled as I am. I am trying to survive."
He said, "We have just about used up the last of my $140,000 in
savings."

How many Americans have $140,000 in the bank and have four
insurance policies?

So this thing, this bill, has to do with welfare. If we are going to
try to do something about people, we have got to train them, qual-
ify them. In the second place, we have got to make them able to do
the job. Third, of course, we have got to provide the job.

I liave never understood why this or any other administration,
for that matter, ignores the wisdom and the experience that we de-
veloped under the Roosevelt New Deal. I can name some of the
most prominent businessmen in Florida today that I got jobs for on
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the WPA program when I was in the Senate and we had that pro-
gram. It did not pay but $26 a week, but $26 is $26 more than noth-
ing, and at least you can get a modicum of livelihood out of that.

Why could we not have a WPA? I can tell you, Sam Gibbons and
I, Representative Gibbons and I were talking the other day.
Around the city of Tampa there is a wonderful sea wall. We men-
tioned that. That is a wonderful holdover, a legacy from those
WPA days. There was some leaf-raking at the very beginning be-
cause they had not had time to formulate a program.

But all over America today are wonderful projects that were
built by WPA. Why could we not create a job program and put
them to work out there? At least give them something that they
could be earning something on.

So if we are going into welfare reform, then let us take an objec-
tive look at the whole subject and see how adequately we are now
providing. I do not want to waste any money, of course. We have
got too many legitimate needs for our money that is available.

I do not want to give anybody any money that they are not enti-
tled to receive, but I get sort of tired of people talking about wel-
fare reform and all they talk about is cutting more people off of
welfare, not putting anybody else on, not improving the quality of
the program, not going to the roots of what the problem really is.

I will just add this. Take South Africa. The other day the Rules
Committee was on a trip abroad, and we visited Abidjan on the
Ivory Coast. That was a state and a society run by black people.
Those of you who have been to Abidjan know it is a great modern
city, beautiful, modern hotels, lovely highways, wonderful build-
ings, large buildings towering up in the sky, streets are wide and
clean, and like a modern state. Black people built it. I wonder if
these South Africans who denied the black people the chance to
make a real contribution to their country have been up to Abidjan
and seen what black people can do if you give them a chance.

These black boys and girls have a normal potential of accom-
plishment, but we have gut to educate them; if necessary, make
them take it. And the second place, we have got to make them able
to work. The third place, we have got to help them get a job.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman I am glad your committee, with its
objective look and its fair attitude, is considering this subject.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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ITIMINEIr OF THE ICINORABIE CLAUDE WPM
BEFORE THE SUBOONKITITZ ON PUBLIC ASSISTMEE Abl) UNEMLOYMEHr CCMPENSPITICN

P. Chairman, embers of the committee, please allow me to commend you

for striving to reform the present welfare system. The poverty rate for
fedi+ a with children continues at appallingly high levels. Congress has an

ctrption to the future of our nation to attempt a revision of the AFDC

program. Without our intervention ten million Americans are in danger of

forming a permanent underclass. Let us find the strength and the financial

resourcefulness to extend the dream of economic prosperity and a raising
standard of living to all segments of our society.

I feel welfare reforii can only succeed if it includes these three elements:

Beneficiaries should be required to obtain their high school diplomas.
Without basic educational skills they will never find adequate employment and

weird mobility will abeam be elusive. The present requirement of eduation

only until the age of 16 is not preFer preparation for employment.

Beneficiaries should have access to a variety of jcb training opportunities
ranging from office work to plaiting to air ccoditioning repair. It is not

enough, however, to train people. Once people have been trained they must be

placed in jobs Where they can use their newly acquired skills.

To help people to stay employed adequate day care must be made available to

working parents.

Mt. Chairman, after reviewing your proposals I Wholeheartedly support
your efforts to alter the AFDC program to keep families together by providing
skills and opportunities to parents of our nation. I also support the idea of

the participant and the goverment entering into a formal binding contract

with known rewards and sanctions.

A comprehensive anti-poverty agenda met address the needs of Americans
Who lave the least Chance of escaping from poverty - our nation's elderly..
They represent about 15% of the total of all the poor anD unless we act
quickly their numbers are apt to grow. With the graying of America and the
catastrophic health problem which accompanies it the poverty level among the

elderly can be expected to escalate.

Health care bills are a significant threat to the income and assets of

our elderly. In the next twelve months almost 700,000 elderly will be forced

into poverty by a catastrophic illness. Under our present health care system

the elderly cannot be helped until they have exhausted their life savings.
The more they have put aside, the more they are forced to give up. They are

penalised for a life of frugality. While Medicare and private insurance do a

pretty good jcb of paying for hospital stays, there is virtually no coverage
for the 20 million Americans who suffer free chronic ailments such as heart
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disease. Parkinson's disease or Altheimer's disease, Who have been permener'ly
disabled by accidents or Who need round the clock nursing care as they lie
dying of =oar. Medicare and private insurance coverage end when it is
needed the most.

Recently, I received a letter from a 83-year-old gentleman who lives in
Maine. He said, 'Here I sit the loneliest man that ever live/. I have
admitted my wife of 55 years to a nursing home. She has All.visser' and I am
caught between a rock and a hard place. I can no longer provide the round the
clock care she requires and I will soon be unable to pay the costs of her
care." This couple in Plaine illustrates how our system fails the elderly by
forcing them into poverty.

I want to emphasize that our health care system is creating a new class
of elderly poor. The potpie who are being impoverished by medical bills were
once comfortably middle class. Not long ago Ed Howard who lives in Upper
Narboro, Maryland testified before my subcommittee at the high costs of his
round the clock care aid his wife's final illness. In the year before his
wife's death Mr. Howard spent over 817,000 of which exactly 864 was reimbursed
by his four insurance policies. In the last four years he has spent over
8160.000 on medical care. There are millions of elderly *ohm* not managed
to save even one-tenth of this anoint.

H.R. 65 which I have introduced would keep millions of individuals from
falling into poverty as a result of staggering medical bills.

The highly publicized Bowen plan would help only about 3% of all
beneficiaries who will either spelt more then 60 days in the hospital or more
that 82,000 in a given year on medical expenses. The President's plan would
not help 97% of the elderly when catastrophic illness strikes, which requires
long term convalescence outside of a hospital. The costs bankrupt many
people. My bill will keep millions of individuals out of poverty by covering
their medical bills inside and outside of the hospital. The government would
contract with private industry and non-profit groups to provide long term
care. It would also cover prescription drugs, eyeglasses, hearing aids, and
foot care.

We can provide far more benefits to the elderly aid the cost to the
individual would be approximately $800 a year, about half of the aslant
currently being spent on health care. This can he achieved because the
elderly no longer will need to purchase medi-gap policies. Additional funds
if necessary will be provided by workers who will pay a small percentage each
month on their income. This health insurance policy is analcgous to home or
fire insurance; you may never need it tut it is well worth the cost for that
feeling of financial security.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 65. Programs designed to prevent
people from falling into poverty can be just as important and effective as
programs designed to lift people out of poverty.
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Chairman Foan. Thank you very much, Mr. Pepper. You know,
it is very clear that not only in this area of welfare reform but you
have made a great contribution in the area for the elderly. You
have been a strong spokesperson in this House as well as on the
other side of the Congress while you served in the Senate.

You know, you talked about the unemployment problem among
black minorities, and you have talked about some of the problems
in urban areas. We know that there are many, many problems that
are out there. We want to try to address some of the problems
which lead to welfare dependency and teenage pregnancy.

Wa reported from this subcommittee 2 years ago a teenage preg-
nancy bill which passed the full committee and passed the House
of Representatives. We thought that it would have been agreed
upon in conference on the reconciliation bill in the last Congress,
but it was not.

I am not saying that teenage pregnancy is the only answer to the
welfare dependency problems that we are faced with. There are
also unemployment problems, lack of education on the high school
level, and the lack of any type of a meaningful skill or skills that
could be picked up. Those who are forced out of the workplace
could, in fact, become productive citizens once again.

It is the intent of this subcommittee and, as we make progress
from the subcommittee level we will keep you advised as a strong
voice in the Congress and the chairman of the Rules Committee, of
what we are doing. Once we reach agreement on the subcommittee
level, then we will let our colleagues in the full House know, and
also those who serve in key positions that will have a lot to say
about this legislation.

Mr. PEPPER. We will cooperate with you in every way we can,
Mr. Chairman. We appreciate it.

Chairman Foan. Mr. Pepper, again, thank yk,a very much.
Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I see the presence of others of our

colleagues in the room, and I do not want to spend too much time
in effusive praise of the gentleman I see before me. But every time
I see Chairman Pepper, I am reminded of the fact that, when he
was born, a Czar was ruling in Russia and the Kaiser was on the
throne in Germany and that he is our living window to the past
and he has managed not only to tell us about how government
once was, but to continue to provide us a vision of what it should
be.

Mr. PEPPER. Thank you very much.
Mr. DOWNEY. Today he has given me a better way of explaining

what we want to do, the fact that we have got to divide this into
those who can work, those who cannot; that the family is the unit
that brings those together, and that has got to be our role.

Mr. Pepper, I would ask you one question, and that is, in the
process of writing this welfare reform bill, we are going to cross ju-
risdictional lines. We would look forward, and I would just ecI_J
what Chairman Ford has said, to your support in helping us in the
Rules Committee to put together a package that will make sense
and that we can do in a timely fashion.

Mr. PEPPER. We will cooperate with you with pleasure and do it
with delight.
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Mr. DOWNEY. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Pappas. I had a thought there. I will wait a minute. It will

come back to me in a minute.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. No questions.
Chairman FORD. No questions. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PRAM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to associate myself wit'

the remarks of Mr. Downey in praise of the chairman of the Rules
Committee. You certainly have been an outstanding member of
Congress, and an inspiration to us all, Mr. Pepper.

I would be interested in your comments about WPA and what it
accomplished during the 1930's. My thought, as I expressed earlier
in the discussion with Mr. Brown, is that there are a lot of people
out there who are not very well educated or trained for jobs, and
that when they are trained to compete for jobs in a society where
there are 7 million people unemployed, many of whom have a long
history of employment, those poorly qualified applicants are going
to have a tough time getting a job. And the benefit of something
like WPA is that it provides a place for relatively unskilled labor.

Perhaps a national WPA now would not go over very well, but
would you agree with me that as we provide States with flexibility
to devise experiments in welfare that it might be worthwhile to en-
courage some States to set up State level or local level public serv-
ice type job sources like WPA, so that we could test out whether we
could say to somebody absolutely, "You applied for welfare. You
are able-bodied. Here's where you show up for work. If you de not
show up for work, firm you do not get your welfare check"? Do you
think that would be a useful thing?

Mr. Pappas. I have said to my distinguished friend I think it
would be. Too often the States just do not rise to the challenge of
their ppo *ty. If they really are lookirg for some way to im-
prove the situations, why, of course, everybody that is able to work
ought to work.

What I started to say a minute ago that temporarily slipped my
mind, one of the most d amatic scenes I have seen on the floor of
the HouseI think he would not mind my mentioning his name
because he spoke before the House. I had the bill up from the
Rules Committee to commemorate the 100th anniversary of Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt's birth. I was just almost finishing up
the bill, handling the rule, when Dan Daniels, our distinguished
colleague from Virginia, came over to me and said, "Claude, how
much more time have you got?" I said, "Four minutes." He said,
"Will you give me two?" I said, "Of course."

He got up on the floor before the full House. He said, "I would
never forgive myself if I did not stand up here when Franklin Roo-
sevelt's name was being brought up and a proposal to honor him
was being considered." He said, "I was the son of a tenant farmer
family in Tennessee." He said, "We had no education. I managed to
get a membership in the CCC program, and that opened my eyes to
the future of the country and the future of the world, the future of
my own life."

He said, "I am here today, I think, because of the inspiration I
derived from that program." And he said, "I am proud to acknowl-
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edge my debt to Franklin Roosevelt who made that possible for
me."

Now, that as you know, is one of the distinguished members of
the House, basically conservative in attitude, but he stood up
before his colleagues and expressed his gratitude.

Well, what is wrong with the CCC program now? Why could we
not use that and other programs? But if we will tell the States, go
find the best way to employ these people, we will give you a chance
to experbrent. That is good. Just do it.

You saw the other day we had a little 4-year-old girl in Alexan-
dria that had liver trouble. She had to have a transplant. The Vir-
ginia authorities construed their Medicaid authority not to include
that kind of aid. A district judge agreed, but thank goodness a
court of appwls judge reversed that and told them, "Give that
little girl the money to have her transplant."

So if the States will take it in good faith and do something, I
think they should be given an opportunity to do it.

Mr. FRAU. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin.
Mr. LRVIN. We were just talking in admiration of you. We will

not embarrass you No questions. We are so glad you could be here.
Mr. FIPPER. Thank you very much.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Wheat, you are not a member of the sub-

committee, but you do serve on the Rules Committee. This is the
chairman of the Rules Committee, and I would hate not to ask per-
mission from my colleagues to recognize you out of order at this
point.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Chairman, I do appreciate the opportunity to
talk to my chairman in a somewhat different role than we normal-
ly have.

Mr. Chairman, let me once again add my words of admiration. I
get to work with you on a regular basis. These Members do not
have that same fortunate opportunity. I appreciate the compassion
with which you speak of the way government ought to work, and
especially the way it has worked in the past in programs that have
accom

would

similar goals to what this committee has set out
toda.

I would like to ask just one substantive question, if I might. You
mentioned the WPA and how that assisted in providing people jobs
early on in this century. One of the consensus that seems to have
been arrived at quickly in this committee is the fact that people
ought to have the opportunity to earn what assistance they are
provided.

I wonder if in the WPA there was some clear distinction made
that, when people worked for their assistance, that they were not
receiving welfare benefits as such, but they were working in the
grand tradition in this country, working on a job, and that they
were provided training that, as you point out, was able to put them
in good stead for later in life as they transitioned into private
sector employment?

Mr. Fir nut. Well, the distinguished gentleman has intimated in
his question the proper attitude; namely, the WPA was a sort of an
overall, catch-all, expeditious way of providing a job opportunity to
the unemployed people. Maybe it could be refined. Maybe we have
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learned from experience and passage of time a wiser way to handle
it.

I think all welfare recipients that are able to work should have a
chance, should be required to work, but we have got to give them
work to do. What are they going to do if there is not a job avail-
able?

There ought to be day care, by the way. I hope you will consider
adequate legislation relative to the protection of children in day
care centers. We have had several instances in my area in Miami
of where babysitters are just picked at random by parents who had
to go to work and sometimes abuse the children. We may come to a
time when we may have to require getting authority from the
State in order to be a babysitter, because that is an important re-
sponsibility.

But, anyway, there are a lot of mothers that are on welfare that
could be doing useful work, provided we would say, now, Mrs.
Jones, we are willing to help you, we are going to get you a job
over here. Most of the people, I believe, on welfare would be glad to
work if they had an opportunity to do so.

So we cannot blame them for not working unless we give them a
chance to work, a place to work and honorable employment. And I
believe most of the welfare recipients who are physically able
would accept an opportunity to do honorable work if we will afford
that opportunity to them.

Is that what the gentleman had in mind?
Mr. WHEAT. I think you sum it up very well when you say that

welfare recipients, as well as everyone else in our society, would be
glad to do what would be honorable work.

Mr. PEPPER. That is right. That is right, honorable work. I am
not talking about giving them something that is not honorable or
not reasonable for that individual, but of finding appropriate em-
ployment for them and inviting them to do it. I think most of them
will gladly accept the opportunity.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Pepper, thank you again for your testimo-
ny.

Mr. PEPPER. I appreciate your kindness, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. At this time the Chair will recognize Mr. Levin

who is a member of the full committee.
Mr. Lxvim. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could go on right after

Mr. Florio.
Chairman FORD. Of course. The Chair will recognize one of our

dieting fished colleagues from the Commerce Committee. We wel-
come you, Mr. Florio, before the subcommittee. The Chair will rec-
ognize you at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES J. FLORIO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I particularly
appreciate the generosity of the gentleman in yielding to me and
members of the committee.

In the interest of conserving the committee's time, I have a pre-
pared statement that I would like to put into the record in its en-
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tirety, and I will briefly just summarize the key points that I think
I would like to bring personally to the committee.

Chairman FORD. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. Flom. Perhaps I would like to shift the focus because there
are lots of aspects of this that, of course, the committee will be con-
sidered. I would like to focus my presentation on the wasted re-
sources that the current welfare system provides for in having so
many people who are currently on welfe not being able to devel-
op themselves to the fullest extent of ti potential.

I think this committee knows very weki that there are 33 million
people in the country, 14 percent of the Nation's population, who
currently live in poverty. Therefore, we are effectively doing as a
society, as an economy, without the full extent of the benefits that
that large percentage of our population could contribute, other
things being equal, to the stronger economy we all seek to achieve.

I am the chairman of a new subcommittee that has just been cre-
ated in our Energy and Commerce Committee dealing in an effort
to improve the competitiveness of our economy in world trade.
Therefore, for us to go into that effortwhich I think will be the
focal point of our responsibilities in this Congress over the next
number of yearswithout utilizing the human resources that are
available in the current welfare system is foolish, and we cannot
afford to do that.

Let me give you a few facts. The work force is shrinking. The
number of people who will be available to perform highly sophisti-
cated jobs needed in the future is decreasing. But the .problem does
not just exist at the top of the economic ladder; it is existing at
every level through the course of the economic needs that we have
for productive jobs in the future.

The U.S. Department of Labor estimates that within a decade
nearly 50 percent of the entry level work force of this Nation will
be composed of minorities, immigrants for whom English is a
second and other low-income individuals.

Mr. Downey would be particularly interested to know that the
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey predicts that the New
York-Newark metropolitan area will experience severe labor short-
ages among entry-level workers by the year 2000 unless steps are
taken to reverse current trends.

As we reform our welfare system, it has to be done with an eye
on developing the full potential of all of our citizens to meet those
needs of the futurework force needs, competitive needs of the
future.

I think everyone agrees on the overall goals. The difficulty is
how to effect those goals. It is a matter of public record, I suspect,
that there is considerable hostility among the public to the percep-
tion that public assistance programs have inappropriate costs,
there are abuses. Those types of things have to be dealt with in re-
ality, and I am convinced that those exaggerated views are inap-
propriate but we have to take into account that they exist.

To give you some sense of how we do that, I think we have to
realize what the welfare population is. Tc give you an example
from my own State, of the 371,000 people receiving AFDC in New
Jersey, 249,000 of those recipients are children. Nationally, one in
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five are poor of the children's population. I could give you other
numbers that I will put into the record.

What I would also like to leave you with is the idea that we
should not measure success of welfare reform by short-term de-
clines in the welfare rolls, an objective that could easily be
achieved through a whole series of punitive measures. Rather, we
have to measure quccess in the long-term decline in welfare de-
pendency, especially among young women, young mothers, so as to
be able to increase the productivity of our work force in the way
that I have mentioned before.

If we are going to deal with those work experience problems, the
education problems, and the occupational skill problems that the
welfare population currently has, we are going to have to invest
some resources. It is going to cost money. We should not delude
ourselves and we should not allow ourselves to, in a sense, be
tricked into the thought that is a no-cost approach. We cannot be
doing the block grant mentality whereby you say you are going to
have efficiencies and you are going to cut moneys, and then allow
different competing programs to allocate a lesser amount of money,
and somehow think you can make something out of nothing. That
is not the case, and I think this committee fully appreciates that.

Minimum wage jobs, by the way, are not going to be the answer.
As I suspect this committee knows, you can be working full-time at
a minimum wage job and have a family still in poverty, as defined
by the Federal Government.

I guess the last point that I would suggest to you is that we have
to reform and restructure the welfare system so as to not penalize
those who would go to school by changing the regulation that de-
ducts financial aid from welfare benefits. We have to change the
system to provide for transitional support services, such as child
care and medical assistance and transportation amounts, for those
who obtain private sector jobs. We are going to have to encourage
mothers with young children to enter the work force, and that re-
quires that we have nursing care and day care programs. If we are
going to expect people to get off of welfare, we have to ensure the
continued availability of adequate medical insurance programs,
which they now lose when they go on to the employment rolls.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is a very im-
portant modification in this very important program that is going
to address the obvious humanitarian concerns that hopefully we all
share. But I am here to inject a tough-minded component in the
deliberations that will emphasize the fact that we as a nation, con-
cerned about our national economy in the global marketplace,
cannot afford the luxury of having this large percentage of our
population not contributing to the fullest extent of their potential
capability. So for those who are not impressed by the humanitarian
concerns of this initiativeand I know there are some; not in this
room, but there are some out therelet us talk in terms of cost
effective programs, let us talk in terms of cost. I know that this
committee is aware of these things, and I just commend you for
what you are doing.

[The prepared statement follows:)
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TESTIMONY OF
THE HONORABLE JAMES J. FLORA)

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

OF THE HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1987

WASHINP"'9N, D.C.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for providing
me with the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the issue of
welfare reform.

As we in the Congress begin the complex and critical challenge of
reforming our welfare system, I would like to discuss an aspect of the
problem that especially concerns me.

There are 33 million people, or 14 perce, of our nation's population,
living in poverty.

What this means is that we are doing withont the contribution that
millions of our fellow citizens can make to our economy, our society and our
country.

As a nation, we cannot disregard or ignore the potential contribution
that a sizeable percentage of our population can make. We must use the human
resources we have if we are to succeed in a. economically competitive world.

Permitting a considerable number of our population to remain
under-employed, insufficiently educated and economically dependent will leave
us without the skilled workforce we need to compete on the economic world
stage.

N. one would think of letting a large percentage percent of his or her
personal income go unused. Then why are we as a nation letting a sizeable
percentage of our assets remain unproductive?

I have recently become chairman of a newly formed commerce Subcommittee
that fill deal with America's economic competitiveneas today and in the
fv*ure.

The subcommittee will address a wide range of les affecting our
nation's abil4ty to compete in 1.-.ternational market, ile providing a
healthy ecomany and sufficient employment opportun as for our fellow
citizens.

America is competing head to head with highly industrialized and
organized societies like Japan and West Germany. Letting America compete on
the world economic stage without using all of our resources is a prescription
for potential disaster.

Our workforce is shrinking. The number of people who will be available
to perform the highly sophisticated jobs needed in the future is decreasing.
We will have fewer people available for the jobs that require extensive
training, education and skill.

Will they be there when our country needs them to keep America
productive and competitive? Or are we permitting our greatest natural
resource to lay fallow for the rest of this century?

The problem does not just exist at the top of the economic ladder. It
is at every rung.

The U.S. Department of Labor estimates that within a decade, nearly 50
percent of the entry-level work force of this nation will be composed of
minorities, immigrants for whom English is a second language and other
low-income individuals.

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey predicts that the New
York - Newark, New Jersey, metropolitan area will experience severe labor
shortages among entry-level workers by the year 2000 unless steps are taken
to reverse current trends.

As we reform our welfare system, it must be done with an eye on
developing the full potential of all of our citizens to help our nation meet
th' complicated challenges of the future.

The overriding goal of welfare reform must be to encourage welfare
recipients to obtain and keep jobs that will allow them to break out of
economic dependency.

There is widespread agreement that the ,lfare system is not effective
in helping people become economically self - sufficient. Practically everyone
agrees on the goal of welfare reform, but there is substantial disagreement
over how to accomplish ,'fective welfare reform.
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There is also considerable hostility among the public toward public
assistance programs because of exaggerated perceptions of welfare costs and
myths about the indolent behavior of welfare recipients. However, as I am
sure you are aware, studies have repeatedly shown that many who are on
welfare want to work in productive, satisfying and meaningul jobs.

We must keep in mind who benefits from welfare.
Of the 371,000 people receiving AFDC in New Jersey, 249,000 welfare

recipients are children. Nationally, one in five children is poor, a higher
rate than for adults or the elderly.

Of the 124,000 welfare cases in New Jersey, 96 percent are
single-parent headed households. A majority of these families are headed by
single women. A family of three with no income receives $404 a month in AFDC
benefits.

The question is are we going to consign future generations of children
to cycles of economic dependency or are we going to find a way to break this
repeating pattern of poverty?

We should not measure the success of welfare reform by short-term
declines in the welfare rolls, an objective that could be achieved quickly
through punitive measures. It would be a short-lived victory followed by a
return to economic dependency by those temporarily forced off the welfare
rolls.

We should measure success in the long-term decline in welfare
dependency, especially among young mothers.

In order for welfare recipients to achieve economic independence, we
are going to have ta change our thinking about the role of welfare.
Currently, welfare AS a program in which the haves give modest support to the
have-nots under strict regulations to prevent fraud.

At present, welfare is a bank teller distributing assistance to
families generation after generation without any real effort being made to
break the cycle of poverty and economic dependency.

To do that, we must provide a welfare system that leads to long-term
employment in the private sector.

k large proportion of people on welfare are there because they lack
work experience, education and occupational skills. Therefore, we must invest
resources to prepare them for jobs that provide a realistic and meaningful
alternative to welfare.

Minimum wage jobs in fast-food restaurants and behind cash registers in
department stores are insufficient. The salary from working full-time all
year at a minimum wage job is under $7,000 -- less than enough to keep a
mother and one child above the poverty line.

We must face the hard facts that real welfare reform will take
investments the public may not be willing to make now. The current mood in
Washington pushing for more cutbacks in social services also presents a
considerable obstacle.

But unless we are willing to make short-term investments in successful
welfare reform, we will be forced to endure costly and open-ended
expenditures for years to come.

We must restructure the welfare system SO that it does not penalize
those who go to school by changing the regulation that deducts financial aid
from welfare benefits.

We must change the system to provide transitional support services,
such as childcare, medical assistance and transportation for those who obtain
private sector jobs.

If we are going to encourage mothers with young children to enter the
workforce, we must make sure there is adequate and safe childcare.

If we are going to expect people to get off welfare, we must insure the
availability of adequate medical insurance programs, which they now lose with
employment.

Significant welfare reform is achievable. But . will take a major
commitment by the public and their elected officials.

To do less is to undermine our economic future and lose the
contributions 14 percent of our fellow citizens can make to our society.
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FORD. Let me commend you and thank you for your
test' y. It will be very fruitful to us when we have a bill before
the committee and are marking it up.
' Thank you for being right on target with the things that you
have discussed with us today.

The Chair Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. you, Mr. Chairman
I have had the pleasure of not only coming to the Congress with

Mr. Florio, but he and I spent a httle bit of our time worrying
about the Superfund bill last year. It is a real delight, Jim, to know
that you are going to be involved in this as well.

My question to you, quickly, is that clearly a social contract or
work component or welfare reform billwhatever you want to call
itcrosses jurisdictional lines. And Chairman Ford and I have dis-
cussed just tentatively the ides of whether it is a good one or a bad
one.

That is basically the thrust of my question, of whether or not a
committee, such as the onft set up in 1977 or 1978 by Speaker
O'Neill that took the interested members of both parties who were
interested in welfare reform and gave them a task to write a bill, is
a good idea, or should we try to do it separately within some sort of
time frame?

I think both approaches have problems and both have benefits,
and I am curious to know what you think.

Mr. FLORIO. Well, I think the practical factor, particularly if we
are dealing with time frames, is that you are going to have some
difficulty in trying to have this committee, the super committee
system that has been tried in the past and has not always been to-
tally successful. The reference you are making is to the energy

Mr. DOWNEY. It was successful in the area of energy, but it was
not successful in welfare because there were two super committees
set up.

Mr. FLORIO. Yes, that is right.
I am at a loss as to give you the definitive statement as to which

is a preferred approach. I think what it does is to cry out for con-
gressional committee reform, which is something that nobody
wants to talk about but certainly it should be undertaken at some
particular time.

Mr. DOWNEY. Members of the Ways and Means Committee
always blanch at the idea of committee reform, given our jurisdic-
tion. I would appreciate it if you would give it a little thought, how-
ever.

Mr. FLORIO. I will.
Mr. DOWNEY. Because I think it is really one of the critical proce-

dural questions that we are going to have to address if we are
going tti do this.

Thank you.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. No questions.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Pease.
Mr. NABS. No questions.
Chairman Foan. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KENNzu.v. No questions.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Levin.
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Mr. Lzviri. No questions.
Chairman FORD. I thank you very much, Mr. Florio.
Mr. Fwitio. Thank you very much.
Chairman FORD. The Chair will call Mr. Petri at this time to give

testimony before the subcommittee.

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS E. PETRI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Mr. Prim. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee.

Chairman FORD. We are delighted to have you. We are sorry that
you have been waiting so long to testify, but we are delighted to
have you.

Mr. Plum. I am going to talk on just one narrow part of what is
a very big problem in our society, and that is the fact that, despite
all of the efforts that have been made over the last several decades,
we have seen a rapid rise in the number of illegitimate children in
the United States, to the point where half of the children, for ex-
ample, born in Milwaukee County in Wisconsin are now illegit-
imate. This is going to be a problem that we are going to have to
live with now as they go through the whole education system, job
market, and everything else.

We all know that we are the results of a lot of human invest-
ment, as well as government investment, including the efforts of a
mother and father and relatives who took the time to spend some
time with us. These children are not going to have those resources
in the same measure that most of us did. It is a big problem.

So I would like to just testify on a feature of the AFDC laws that
provides an incentive to break up families. Current laws allow
minor mothers, no matter how young, to set up their own house-
holds and receive various welfare benefits in their own names
What is worse, in most cases the extended family is better off if
they do that than if they do not.

Consider a typical example in my own state of Wisconsin. An
urban, three-person, AFDC family with little other income receives
$684 per month in AFDC, food stamps, and energy assistance. Now,
suppose that a 13-year-old daughter in that household has a baby.
If she and the baby live at home with her parent, the extended
family is then a four-person household. As such, it is eligible for
$815 per month in AFDC, food stamps and energy assistance.

However, if that 13-year-old girl moves away with her baby and
sets up her own household, the extended family then consists of
two two-person households, each of which is eligible for $564 per
month in AFDC, food stamps, and energy assistance. The two
households then have a combined income of $1,128 per month from
these three programs; in other worls, $313 per month more than
the extended family would get if it consisted of a single four-person
household.

Consider for a minute what we are saying with this kind of a
law. In the first place, we are telling potentially rebellious adoles-
cent girls that they can become financially independent if they
have babies. Beyond that, we are telling them that, after they have
had babies for whatever reason, not only are they allowed to set up
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their own households, but that their extended families will actually
be better off if they do so.

So these, it seems to me, are perverse incentives. Even if we are
not sure anyone is influenced by them, they should not, in my
opinion, be in tae law. Adolescents, with or without their own
babies, still need the supervision of parents and guardians. At d by
allowing them, even encouraging them, to leave home, I am sure
we are actually hurting some of these young people instead of help-
ing them.

The simplest way to fix this problem is to require that minor un-
married mothers stay home with their Gwn parents in order to re-
ceive welfare benefits, except in cases where is no parent or
guardian, where the adolescent was already independent before
having the baby, or where there is a concern about that individ-
ual's safety.

Yesterday I introduced a bill to do that, and I urge the commit-
tee to give it serious consideration.

The Senate has passed similar provisions in previous Congress-
esit is one of Senator Moynihan's pet projectsbut the House
conferees have always objected. Several States have tried to do this
on their own, but the courts have rued that Federal law prevents
them from doing it. So I think it is time for the House to get
behind this reform so that we can stop harming the people that we
are trying to help. Even if we do not adopt a nationwide require-
ment that minor mothers stay home in order to receive welfare, we
should at least allow the states to adopt such requirements if they
wish.

That is it. It is a small change, but I think it will at least bring
more human resources to bear on helping these children that fmd
themselves in AFDC families.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for giving me the opportunity to
testify here today on the issue of welfare reform. I will take just a few
moments of your time to discuss just one major failing of current AFDC law:
a feature that provides an incentive to break up families.

Current law allows minor mothers, no matter how young. to set up their
own households and receive various welfare benefits in their own names.
And what Is worse, in most cases the extended family is better off
financially if they do that.

Consider a typical example in my own state of Wisconsin. An urban
three person AFDC family with little other income receives $684 per month
in AFDC, food stamps, and energy assistance. Now supposr a thirteen year
old daughter In that household has a baby. If she and the baby live at
home with her parent, the extended family is than a four person housAold.
As such, it is eligible for $815 per month in AFOC, food stamps, and energy
assistance. However, if that thirteen year old girl moves away with her
baby and sets up her own household, the extended family than consists of
two two-person households, each of which Is eligible for $564 per month In
AFDC, food stamps, and energy assistance. The two households then have a
combined income of $1128 per month from these three programs, or $313 per
month more than the extended family would get if it consisted of a single
four-person household.

Consider for a moment what we are saying with this kind of law. In
the first place, we are telling potentially rebellious adolescent girls
that they can become financially independent if they have babies. But
beyond that, we are telling them, after they have had babies for whatever
lascn, not only that they areallewed to.stt up their own households, but
that their extended familes will actually be better eff if they do so.

Mr. chairman, these incentives are perverse. Even if we are not sure
anyone is influenced by them, they should not be in the law. Adolescents,
with or without their own babies, still need the supervision of parents or
guardians. By allowing thee -- even encouraging them -- to leave home, I
am sure we are actually hurting some of these young people instead of
helaing them. ,

The simplest way to fix this problem Is to require that minor
unmarried mothers stay home with their own parents in ardor to receive
welfare benefits, except in cases where there is ao parent er guardian,
where the adolescent was already independent before having the baby. or-
where there is a concern about safety. Yesterday I introduced a bill to do
that, and I urge the committee to give it careful consideration.

The *Senate has passed similar provisions in previous Congresses. but
the House conferees have always objected. Several states have tried to
adopt such provisions on their own, but the courts have ruled that federal.
law prevents them from doing It. I believe it is time for the House 1,41 get
behind this reform so we can stop harming the people we're supposedly
trying to help. But even if we don't adopt a nationwide requirement that
minor mothers stay home in order to receive welfare, we should at least
allow the states to adopt such requirements if they wish.

The Congressional Budget Office says this reform would save twenty
million dollars or so per year, but that is not the major reason for
adopting it. We should adopt it in order to remove from the law perverse
incentives for breaking up families.
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Chairman FORD. You know, we would like to correct this. Let me
ask you this: If a 13-year-old child has had a babyunless there is
some safety reason for that person or that mother with the child to
leave home, we have to give them protectionbut how would we
treat the grandparents' income? Should we take into consideration
the grandparents' income? Oftentimes this means taking the 13- or
14-year-old child who has given birth and denying her the Medicaid
benefits, denying her the AFDC benefits if the income of the grand-
parents is taken into consideration?

Mr. Parer. I think you ought to take into consideration the
income of the father, if possible, and he has the primary obligation
to rovide for his child.

Foss. We understand that, but I want to deal directly
with the testimony.

Mr. Parse. You would increase the household by one; they would
get one more benefit.

Chairman Foss. We have really been emphasizing work, educa-
tion, and training, and are concerned about teenage pregnancies
that occur when the girl is 13, 14, 15, or 16 years old. We want to
make sure that help is provided before multiple pregnancies occur,
before this unwed mother becomes, by the age of 20, a parent to
three children and a part of that hard core dependent and who will
never be a self-sufficient mother. We want to make sure that we do
not deny the proper protection for this 13- or 14-year-old, and that
we try to prevent multiple pregnancies and we try to make sure
that a high school education or the equivalent is provided for that
young teenage mother who has experienced a pregnancy at an
early age.

Naturally, we are concerned about the income of the grandpar-
ents as it relates to the eligibility standards that would be applied
to the grandchild and the daughter.

Mr. PETRI. Well, you know, I think it would be worth thinking
about, if you want to, but send the check at least to the grandmoth-
er, not to the minor daughter.

You have a situation where
Chairman FORD. The eligibility is the real question.
Mr. Prim [continuing]. You are trying to maintain control in the

family and a little family discipline, and the daughter is going to
be able to go out on her own and the government is going to subsi-
dize her. That is not a very good way to support a parent who is
sincerely trying to help.

Chairman FORD. The point is well taken.
Mr. PETE. The other thing, just by the by, in my own area, the

way AFDC works, the statistics in a way are a little exaggerated in
this sense: that an awful lot of people are discovering that they
only have to lie once. They have to say they do not know who the
father is and not have a marriage license. Then they can get two
incomes. The father can work at the factory or wherever; the
mother can stay home and take care of the child, in a traditional
family structure, and get AFDC. That is happening, according to
welfare directors in my area, increasingly, and it is something that
we ought to give a little thought to somewhere along the way, too.

So instead of having to have both go out and work, $600 is not a
lot, but it is after taxes. And you have to make $1,000 or so a
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month before taxes to compensate, and people find the ,nceiALIes
are such that their children end up being listed as illegitimate.

Chairman FORD. You know, in half of the States today, the un-
employed father, in order for the children and the mother to be eli-
gible for the AFDC benefits, cannot live in the home. These fathers
are told that by the Government. We have had unemployed parent
legislation before the last two Congresses. Hopefully, it will be one
of the strong components of welfare reform or part of a separate
bill reported before the welfare reform package mandating all
States make the father part of the family unit, whether it is a case
of teenage pregnancy or not.

Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. I am not sure that beyond the general concept of

strengthening the family unit, which is really what you are talking
about, is it not, Tom?

Mr. PrrRI. Yes.
Mr. DOWNRY. There is disagreement. I mean, I agree with that,

and to-the extent that you could have an extended family, legisla-
tively or by direction, make sense, I am not sure that we are ever
going to decide to give the grandmother the check. I mean, as the
chairman said, the eligibility flows from the minor daughter
through the result of her child.

What I would like you to tell us, if you can, now, pleaseif not,
then provide it to ushow big a problem this is, the one that you
are addressing, the idea of minor children setting up separate
households where the difference is that by virtue of the fact that
two separate households are set up. You are spending more money
and getting less for it.

Mr. Plum. Sure. That would be very easy to find.
Mr. Dowprxv. OK. I would appreciate it if you would provide

that. I would also appreciate it if you would think about this con-
cept that Mr. Ford has developed, which I am in absolute agree-
ment with; that is, this notion of not counting the grandparents'
income as a tool of keeping the minor daughter and the child in
the grandparents' household. Because once you start counting the
grandparents' income, the incentive is for the grandparents to not
want the child there, or for the daughter not to want to stay be-
cause eligibility then would be reduced, not increase.

That to me is on of the issues that we have to wrestle with, and
I would appreciate it if you would think about that as well.

Third, the point of child support enforcement, which I think you
touched on briefly, is one that we are going to spend a lot of time
on simply because the idea of child support enforcement, making
the father responsible to the family unit, is critically important.

Mr. Plum. I really wonder about the idea of subsidizing girls in
wealthy families when they move away from home after they have
a baby. I think the parents have a responsibility for their children,
and that we should not undermine that.

Now, when you get into the actual mechanics in a variety of dif-
ferent situations, sure, I agree that we ought to be studying it. But
I think there are problems with both approaches that we have to
think about.

Mr. DOWNEY. Well, I am not going to lecture you, but I am going
to make sure you understand that I do not think that there is a

158



153

real big problem in our country on subsidizing wealthy families on
AFDC. I mean, frankly, I think that is a throwaway line. I am
going to come down very hard on you about the idea that somehow
the welfare problem in this country is that there are wealthy fami-
lies here who cannot agree on what to wear, and they decide to
move out.

Mr. Pima'. We will provide figures that will show there are a lot
of people who are not of age who are having babies and qualifying
for AFDC.

Mr. Dovam. Yes. I do not doubt that there is a problem. I just
do not think it is very big.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PEASE. No questions.
Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KENNELLY. No questions.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin.
Mr. Lynx. No questions.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Petri.
Our next witness is Mr. Good ling of Pennsylvania. We welcome

you before the subcommittee, and we recognize you at this time for
your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you for allowing me to present a couple of
ideas that I have as you deal with a very important problem and a
very big problem, welfare reform.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I want to make sure everyone under-
stands I do notand I repeat, notbelieve we have a subculture in
our country consisting of individuals who like being on welfare. I
think with proper incentives, the proper education, proper train-
ing, the majority of individuals would prefer to be part of the work -
ing population.

Recently, in part of my responsibility in the Education and Labor
Committee, I had an opportunity to hear Governor Bill Clinton
talk to a group, and one of the areas he talked about really im-
pressed me. I recommend you study the proposals he is coming up
with, which are going to be released, I believe, and considered this

Jekend at the National Governors Conference. "Making America
Work, Productive People, Productive Policies." There are a lot of
things that he deals with that I find very important and I think
would be very helpful, particularly the area of bringing down the
barriers.

One of the key components of their welfare reform proposal is
the fact that they would have a contract between the recipient of
public assistance and the agency administering the program where-
in the recipient agrees to participate in a series of activities de-
iwned to move that recipient towards self-sufficiency. As I indicat-
ed, this will be considered by the Governors this weekend.

For instance, he gave An example of a young teenage mother con-
tracting to finish high school and at the same time attending
parent training classes in exchange for the receipt of public assist-
ance. The State would also then provide support services such as
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child care and health coverage while the recipient completes her
education and works toward economic independence.

The Governors' Association is also considering teenage pregnan-
cy, adult illiteracy, school druta, and these are all factors which
lead to welfare dependency. They are all issues that are very im-
portant to me, serving on the Education and Labor Committee. I
am especially concerned and have introduced legislation attacking
the illiteracy problem in the country. When you think we have
somewhere between 20 and 60 million functional illiterates in this
country, not only is it devastating to their well-being and their
pride, it is also devastating to think that we could ever be competi-
tive again with the illiteracy growth as it is

The Even Start Program, which I included in the chapter 1 revi-
sion Chairman Hawkins and I introduced, would deal with pre-
school children and with parents who are functionally illiterate at
the same time. I do not think you can ever break the cycle unless
you deal with both at the same time, and I think you have to deal
with them in a preschool setting. That will be part of chapter 1, I
hope.

It is, in my mind, a problem which we must solve. If parents
cannot read and write and are dependent on the welfare system,
they are unable to assist their children. I have always tried to
change the title of Head Start to Even Start because people out
there get the idea that somehow or other you are trying to give
these children something other children are not getting. That is
not what we are trying to do at all. We are trying to give them an
even start.

Again, I think the only way you can do that is to work with the
parents and the children, the preschool children, at the same time.

Now, the contract concept probably could be weaved around an-
other idea in which I am interested. I frankly do not believe, at the
present time, we provide the type of incentives necessary for
women who head single families, for instance, to seek employment.
If the mother is receiving $600 in support without working and
finds a job at $800, in all probability she is going to find that she
has to reduce the standard of living of her children. No mother is
going to want to do that.

So I would hope you would look into a system, possibly, where if
the job pays $800 and it costs $300 more to have her take that job,
thus reducing her income to $500, then the AFDC support would be
the $L00the $500 that she will get as part of her pay after de-
ductible expenses and then the $100 will be our support to make
sure that as a matter of fact she does not lose the standard of
living that she had for her children.

She would get increases, of course, and the welfare would de-
crease, and she would become self-sufficient, and eventually she
would start getting pay raises where she increases her own stand-
ard of living. I think this is something we should look into. I was
happy to hear Secretary Brock say this morning they are getting
around the JTPA problem, where an AFDC youngster goes into a
JTPA program, he or she automatically loses their benefit. Ard
that is not much of an incentive to try to train them. He said that
because of the cooperation of Secretary Bowen at HHS, Secretary
Bowen is going to overlook that, and as a matter of fact, if they go
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into the training program they will not lose their AFDC benefits.
He has not been able to get the same kind of cooperation from the
Secretary of Education. I assured him we would handle that in the
Education and Labor Committee without the Secretary.

So those are a couple of ideas that I have that might help you as
you undertake the very important task, if for no other reason, as I
indicated before, these people should have a golden opportunity to
have the kind of pride that one can have in being gainfully em-
ployed, and pass that on, as a matter of fact, to their children.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Testimony of
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM F. GOODLING

Before the
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
February 19, 1987

on
WELFARE REFORM

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for the opportunity to appear
before the Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation and present my views concerning the reform of our
nation's welfare system.

I do not, Mr. Chairman, believe we have a subculture in our
country consisting of individuals who like living on welfare. I
believe with the proper incentives and with the proper education
and training, the majority of individuals on welfare would prefer
to become a part of the working public.

I have recently become interested in a project of the
National Governors' AssOciati,,n, spearheaded by Governor Bill
Clinton, entitled "Making Az..ries Work; Productive People,
Productivie Policies." I particularly support some of the
concepts embodied in a portion of the project entitled, "Bringing
Down the Barriers", which was directed towards development of a
welfare reform policy.

One of the key components of this welfare reform proposal
is the idea of a contract between the recipient of public
assistance and the agency administering the program wherein the
recipient agrees to participate in a series of activities designed
to move that recipient towards selfsufficiency. This idea, to be
considered by Governors of all the states at their winter meeting
starting this weekend, would mainly consist of participation by a
recipient in a training or employment program -- although other
activities could be part of the contract if appropriate to the
individual client.

An example provided to me by Governor Clinton is a young
teenage mother contracting to finish high school and attend parent
training classes in exchange for the receipt of public assistance.
In addition, the state, in this instance, could agree to provide
support services such as child care and health coverage while the
recipient completes her education and works towards economic
independence.

The Governor's Assocation is also examining such issues as
teenage pregnancy, adult illiteracy and school dropouts -- all
factors which can lead to welfare dependency -- and all issues
important to me in my role as a Member of the House Education and
Labor Committee. I am especially concerned, and have introduced
legislation, attacking the illiteracy problem in our country. Not
only must we concern ourselves with educating today's youth, but
we must also insure that their parents are literate and capable of
providing assistance to their children when they are doing their
homework and other school projects.
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Page 2

It is, in my mind, a problem which must be solved if we are
to provide individuals with the ways and means of ending their

dependency on public assistance. If parents cannot read and write
and are dependent upon the welfare system, they may also be unable
to assist their children, who may not, as a result, be able to
take full advantage of the education provided to them in our

nation's schools. These children may eventually drop out of
school and end up on public assistance if they do not have the

education and skills necessary to compete in today's highly

competitive, technological society.

Although the contract concept embodied in the proposal
under consideration by the Governor's Association may solve the
problem I am about to discuss, I believe the following idea is
also worthy of consideration by your Committee as you endeavor to

reform our nation's welfare system. I frankly do not believe we
currently provide the type of incentives necessary for women who

head single families to seek employment. In many instances, young

mothers have desire to work, but find they would have less
available income to provide for 'heir family once they deduct

child care and other workrelated expenses. No mother wants to
reduce her family's standard of living and, therefore, there is a

disincentive for women in these instances to seek employment.

The concept I have in mind would insure that a woman's
income would not be reduced if she went to work, but, at the same

time, would lover welfare payments. For example, let us say that
the mother receives $600 a month in welfare payments. She finds a

job paying her $800 a month but, after paying child care,
transportation, and other workrelated expenses, she has only $500

a month left to provide for her family. Under my proposal, she
would receive $100 in welfare payments to keep her standard of

living from dropping due to employment. Then, each time she
received a raise, the welfare payment would be reduced
accordingly. After a period of time, she would no longer be
receiving welfare payments and each increase in her salary would

provide additional income for her family.

The job of reforming our nation's welfare system is not an

easy task. I commend you for taking the time to hold this hearing

and urge you to consider the ideas I have outlined should you

decide to proceed with reforming our nation's welfare system.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much. I will go over this testi-
mony a little later. I want to raise a question that Mr. Downey has
put before two or three of the members today. You served, I think,
on the special committee in 1977 and 1978, as representative from
the Education and Labor Committee. And we are talking about a
jurisdictional question that will be before us with a comprehensive
bill. You served on that committee. We never received a bill and
never passed a bill in 1977 and 1978. Mr. Downey has put it before
other members about whether there should be another committee
made up of three or four committees with jurisdiction of a compre-
hensive bill. Could you sort of elaborate on that for us?

Mr. GOODLING. Well, I would wholeheartedly support that. I get
so frustrated with the way we do business here because we have
five, six, seven people fighting over jurisdiction, and that does not
help the people w e are supposed t o b e t rying to help. I have it all
the time in child nutrition, where supposedly we have a certain
amount of responsibility, the Agriculture Committee has a certain
amount of responsibility, somebody else has some responsibility. I
don't think you are going to be able to be doing the kind of reform
we need unless you bring about that kind of an approach, because
you are going to have this fighting over jurisdiction all the time.
So, I would wholeheartedly support an effort to have a committee
dealing with welfare reform, and I think then you would accom-
plish something.

Chairman FORD. Well, what were some of the problems that you
were faced with in 1978?

Mr. GOODLING. Well, I think it was a problem of what kind of
authority you had. I do not know thatas I remember that effort,
it was an opportunity to sit down and discuss some ideas, but I do
not think we ever broke the whole idea of jurisdiction. I think, first
of all, you hay -lot to make sure that the chairmen of those com-
mittees that you are trying to bring together very much want to do
that kind of thing.

Chairman FORD. Then you say we should establish a similar com-
mittee for the new welfare package in this Congress?

Mr. GOODLING. I think you could, but I think, as I said, you have
to make sure that the chairmen, where these jurisdictional fights
come up, are part of that committee. And you have to get their
kind of cooperation or I do not think it is going to happen. But
again I think that was more of a tea party kind of thing, and I do
not know that an:, body was challenged withgiven any kind of au-
thority or power to really move ahead. I think we still had a juris-
dictional fight even after we came up with ideas and suggestions.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much. Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say what a delight

Mr. Goodling's testimony is. I found myself in substantial agree-
ment with what you are saying Bill. Basically, this idea of a con-
tractI feel like I'm a salesman for this Governor's report. It is
called a New Social Contract. I do not know if you have had an
opportunity to see it. It was sent to my Governor at his behest, and
it embodies everything that you have just said: the idea that there
are responsibilities that the individuals have to work and to be self-
sufficient, and that there are other responsibilities that we have to
the recipients, to help them become self-sufficient an work. And
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also this is the first time in our hearings today that we have ad-
dressedyou have correctly, in my viewthe idea that the
marginmaking sure that people have the added incentive to con-
tinue to workwe try to do that with the tax bill, but not only do
you lose the AFDC benefit, but the working mother would lose the
Medicaid card too, and that is simply preposterous. If you have a
sick child, what possible incentive would there be if you lost your
medical benefits.

Mr. GOODLING. There is none at the present time.
Mr. Dowrizy. Exactly. As I said, I could not agree with you more

and I also think the idea of a committee that crosses jurisdictional
lines is a possible solution to the problem, but I feel, even more
fundamentally, that the only way we are going to do that this year,
or do any sort of a bill is if we reach out and do this in a bipartisan
way. Otherwise, it will become a political issue and it does not need
to be.

Mr. GOODLING. I think you will get a lot of support from a lot of
people on my side of the aisle.

Mr. DOWNEY. Well, that is terrific.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PEASE. No questions.
Chairman Foan. Mr. Levin.
Mr. LEVIN. No questions.
Chairman Foiw. Thank you very much, Mr. Goodling, L.L. your

testimony. At this time the committee will recognize Mr. Hall of
Ohio. We welcome you to the committee. We are sorry that you
had to wait. We thank you very much for coming before the com-
mittee and we look forward to hearing your testimony. The Chair
recognizes you at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. TONY P. HALL A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROivl THE SI '1; OF OHIO

Mr. HAL,.. Thank you very much. It Chairman, I thank you
and the members for holding these very Important hearings. Let
me start off with mr belief that welfare is not a bad word. Some
people, as you know, have come to think of welfare as being synon-
;mous with government giveaways, excessive .edtape, Jr cheating.
This, of course, is unfortunate.

Perhaps, instead of calling it welfare reform we should call it
personal responsibility to our neir-hbor reform, or domestic human
rights reform, or economic and social justice reform.

I do not pretend to be an expert, Mr. Chairman. I do not serve on
any committees that have real jurisdiction over this, but I certainly
understand the concept of helping each other and one's neighbor. It
is rooted in tradition and something that is very central to the
values of most people of the world.

The Judeo-Christian tradition is one rich with cases describing
responsibility to the less fortunate. If I might quote from the Na-
tional Conference of Catholic Bishops' 1986 pastoral message enti-
tled "Economic Justice for All," it reads: "Central to the Biblical
presentation of justice is that the justice of a community is meas-
ured by its treatment of the powerless in society, most e'en de-
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scribed as the widow, the orphan, the poor, and the stranger in our
land."

And I would argue then, that looking at our overall welfare and
public assistance picture, we should not lose sight of what we are

itrying, and have in fact, a moral obligation to do. That is, to help our
fellow human beings.

Right now, there are 33 million people in our country that are
poor. Poverty rates have gone up from a percentage of around 11
or 12 percent in the 1970's to the 14 to 15 percent that we are cur-
rently experiencing; 20 million people periodically go hungry in the
United States. In my own district, a couple of years ago, 164,000
recipients asked for fond at 66 food banks. In the last quarter of the
year, 5,000 people had to be turned away. And that is not necessar-
ily unusual. Dayton, Ohio, is not an unusual district. It is probably
the same as most of yours.

In addressing the phenomena of poverty, we find many programs
working at odds with one another, and others discouraging basic
family unity. Hopefully, we can correct that with the good things
that you are doing here.

Mr. Chairman and members, I would like to submit to the sub-
committee a report that was put together by the county commis-
sioners in the county I representMontgomery County, Ohio. This
report is an example of a very exhaustive study of the welfare
system in the Dswton and Montgomery County area in Ohio. I
think it is an excellent report. It identifies problem areas in the
welfare system. It makes ,:oncrete recommendations for correcting
them and I would hope that you might take a look at this.

Chairman. Foam We will accept the report, not as a part of the
record, but as a part of the tr-bcommittee's background informa-
tion.

Mr. HALL. Thank you. I would like to highlight one suggestion
made by the report, which is to use a contract model in welfare
planning. This approach allows clients to enter into contracts ..iith
their social workers. The contracts are tailored to individuals and
have self-sufficiency goals with time limits. And since each recipi-
ent's situation and ability is different, this model allows people to
get back on their feet in an agreed upon way. The contract model
now is being discussed in Montgomery County. It is a new and in-
teresting concept and I would urge my colleagues to consider it.

I would also call to the attention of my colleagues the creative
local initiatives that have been instigated in the Dayton aren, and
particularly the unique human services levy. This is a levy concept
that replaces special purposes levies which exist in most communi-
ties. The human services levy allows the local government to exam-
ine programs' achievements and better target needed funds to
crisis or priority problems. It shows thai; taxpayers will put up
money if localities are given flexibility to use it wisely. And I
would hope that you would look at these two recommendations, as
well as the other excellent ones.

I really thank you for the chance to be here. The task that you
have is certainly a difficult one and a complex one, and I look for-
ward to working with you as a Member of Congress to see welfare
reform materialize. I commend you for the courage and the bold-
ness, it takes- to put these kinds of hearings together, and the ex-
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haustive numbers of hours it is going to take to come out with a
product that can be agreed upon by all sides. Thank you for the
chance to be here.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Testimony

RFPRESENTATIVE TONY P. HALL
before the

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FEBRUARY 19, 1987

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding these very pertinent hearings
today. Let me start off with my belief that "welfare' is not a bad word.
Some people have come to think of 'welfare' as being synonymous with
government give-aways, excessive red-tape and cheating.

This is unfortunate.

Perhaps, instead of calling it 'welfare' reform, we should call it
'personal-responsibility-to-our-neighbor' reform. Or 'domestic human
rights' reform. Or 'economic and social justice' reform!

I do not pretend to be an expert on this subject, Mr. Chairman, but I
understand the concept of helping out one's neighbor. It is rooted in
tradition and central to the values of most peoples of the world.

The Judeo-Christian tradition is one rich with cases describing
responsibility to the less fortunate. If I might quote from the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops' 1986 Pastoral Message entitled Economic
Justice for All, it reads, 'Central to the biblical presentation of justice
is that the justice of a community is measured by its treatment of the
powerless in society, most often described as the widow, the orphan, the
poor, and the stranger (non-Israelite) in the land.'

The Old Testament is replete with
says, 'If there is a poor man with you,

towns in your land which the Lord your
harden your heart, nor close )our hand
freely open your hand to him and shall
his need in whatever he locks.' (Ot 15

references of caring for the poor. It
one of your brothers, in any of your
God is giving you, you shall not

from your poor brother; but you shall
generously lend him sufficient for

:7,8)

Christ's life in the New Testament epitomizes the concept of service toothers. In the history of eastern Religions, the Buddhists, Taoists and
Confucians adhered to giving alms to the poor and needy and doing acts of
public benefit. In its 'Duty of Charity' teaching, Hinduism says, 'NO
friend is he who to his friend and comrade, who comes imploring food, will
offer nothing.'

I would argue, then that looking at our overall welfare and public
assistance picture, we should not lose sight of what we are trying, and have
in fact, a moral obligation to do-- help out our fellow human beings.

Right now there are 33 million poor people in our country. Poverty
rates have gone up from the 11 to 12 percent range evident during the late
1970's to the 14 to 15 percent range we are currently experiencing. Twenty
million people periodically go hungry in the United States. Eight billion
Americans are looking for work.

In addressing the phenomena of poverty, we find many programs working
at odds with one another and others discouraging

basic family unity.

This must be corrected.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit to the Subcommittee a report
entitled 'Recommendation on Welfare Reform," which was prepared by the Board
of Commissioners of Montgomery County, Ohio. This report is the result of
an exhaustive study of the welfare system in the Dayton, Ohio area.

The report is excellent.
It identifies pro! ''m areas in the welfare

system and makes concrete recommendations for
correcting then. I urge my

colleagues on the Subcommittee to
use the Dayton report in helping to shape

reform legislation.
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I would like to highlight one suggestion made by the report which is to
use a 'contract model' in welfare planning. This approach allows clients td'
enter into contracts with their social workers. The contracts are tailored
to individuals and have self-sufficiency goals with time limits. Since each
recipient's situation and ability is different, this model allows people to
get back on their feet in an agreed-upon way.

The Contract Model discussed in the Montgomery County Report is a new
and interesting concept and I would urge my colleagues to consider it.

I would also call to the attention of my colleagues the creative local
initiatives that have been instigated in the Dayton area. In particular,
the unique Human Services Levy.

This is a levy concept that replaces special purpose levies which exist
in most communities. The Human Services Levy allows the local government to
examine programs' achievements and better target needed funds to c-isis or
priority problems. It shows that taxpayers will put up money, if localities
are given flexibility to use it wisely.

I urge the Subcommittee to take a look at Montgomery County's Human
Services Levy and the other recommendations included in the report I am
submitting.

Mr. Chairman, the Dayton area people have thought creatively, and acted
accordingly, about welfare reform. We should be encouraging communities
across the country to do more. We should be setting up more demonstration

projects in communities like Dayton that are experimenting with new ways to
provide benefits, coupled with dignity and jobs.

We should be looking at how programs work together, for example,
hunger, health, jobs, and day-care programs, and not expect our recipients
to isolate one from the other. We don't isolate these aspects of our lives.

Why should welfare recipients?

Finally, I would like to emphazise that in seeking answers to welfare
reform we need to ask questions. Not only of the experts and bureaucrats,
but of the people in counties across America. We need to question the
recipients, the single parents and the non-working poor. We need to
question the individual social workers who deal with people every day, as
well as health experts and educators. Montgomery County, Ohio did just
that. And it came up with answers.

And we need to question ourselves. Are our programs basically on the
right track? Or working against each other? Are recipients receiving
individual attention? Are we accountable to our taxpayers?

Mr. Chairman, I know the Public Assistance Subcommittee has already
begun the exhaustive process. You know, more than I, the questions that
need to be asked. I am confident that the process will be thorough and I
commend you for taking on this important task.

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to come before my colleagues
with what I believe is an excellent Report from Montgomery County, Ohio. I

sincerely hope you will consider its recommendations in shaping welfare
reform legislation.

* * *
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Chairman FORD. Mr. Hall, let us thank you. It is going to take
the input from people like you and other Members throughout this
Congress, and others throughout this Nation to assist us, and pro-
vide us with the information and ammunition that we will need.
And the support from Members like you in the House is also im-
portant. We need you to work with us on a welfare reform package,
regardless of what the style or name of the bill might be. We ap-
preciate your coming and testifying before the committee. Thankyou vegirch.

Mr. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOWNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree. I think Tony's

testimony was especially helpful. Also, the approachI would
prefer to call it a new social contract or something like that, as op-
posed to welfare reform, because we are not just dealing with the
question of welfare recipients, we are dealing with the question of
poor people who work who continue to be poor despite their best
efforts to the contrary.

Tony, I would like to ask you one question about the contract
idea. I believe you mentioned that it takes place in your county
this idea of a contract that the recipient has with the agency. If
you can supply it now, that is fine; if not, I would appreciate
maybe it is in the reportlooking at it there. Does it anticipate a
greater caseload for individuals in the welfare organization? To me
it does not make a great deal of sense to have a contract unless you
have somebody to administer the contract at the government end
somebody who is interested and concerned, and not completely
overburdened with a caseload of people. If you can describe it,
please do so now; if not and you could have it provided for the
record, I would really like to see Ahow it works in your county,
because I think that it is going to work in different places in differ-ent wagi

Mr. HALL. That is a good question, and it is not covered in this
report because the contract mode is only a suggestion thus far in
Montgomery County. It is the fi :st question I had when I read
about it, because with the tremeLdous number of cases that are
going en, how could case workers handle it. But, apparently,
througl the committee hearings, through talking to welfare recipi-
ents and actually the case workers themselves, Montgomery
County believes that welfare recipients can be better and more effi-
ciently served using this approach. The anE wer to your question is
not covered in this report, but I will ask for one and see if Mont-
gomery County can be more specific on how the contract model
would work.

[The following was subsequently received:]

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

To: Stephen A. Rice, Directtx.
From: Dannetta Graves, Social Services Division Administrator.
Date: March 5, 1987.
Subject: Response to the "Contract Model" question.

Quation: Under Welfare Reform, would the use of the "Contract Model" require
additional staff or will this mean additional work for the present staff?

Response. The use of the "Contract Model" will require a redefinition of the job
and functional duties of the eligibility determiners (caseworkers). The determination
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of whether there would be a need for additional staff would depend upon: (a) the
streamlining of regulations and the elimination of costly administration and case
work activities (i.e., food stamps, monthly reporting and retrospective budgeting,
medicaid spenddown, etc.). The extent tc which this is accomplished would deter-
mine the need for additional (if any) staff; (b) the capability of the existing staff
must be examined to determine whether reeducation and/or re-training is needed
for them to execute the "Contract Model".

Mr. Dovam. The other thing I would like you to think about is
the question that the Chairman and I have put to a number of the
people who have been before us. And that is, I think that there is a
growing consensus that we need to do this. The question is how do
we do it. I mean, we are just one committee that deals with albeit
an important jurisdictional area Mr. Good ling deals with the work
component in Education and Labor and the educational compo-
nent, and I can see us all coming up with very different approaches
to this and having it take a great deal of time to try and have your
committee sort out how and when it gets to the floor. And I would
prefer, personally, a much more coordinated approach through one
committee that puts all of the component pieces together, and
brings it to the floor that way, the way we have done it sometime
Energy is, I guess, the most successful example in the past. And I
would appreciate it if you think about that approach and maybe
get back to us as to whether or not that is a good idea versus
maybe just setting a deadline for the committees to come up with a
various piecemeal approach.

Mr. HALL Well, as you know, the Rules Committee, on which I
serve on, will not have jurisdiction over the parts of it. It is the
substance of the issue that we will have jurisdiction over in the end
as far as how a package might be put together. And I can tell you
that the members, at least the members that I have talked to
which is a majority, do stand behind welfare reform. They want to
help, and I think they want to be in a position of trying to help you
put this package together and push it through.

This package is going to take tremendous leadership. And you
have really taken on a job that is long and difficult. I do not know
how you are going to do it, but L stand behind you. And I hope
somebody pops up, as it is going to take some real strong leader-
ship. And I do not know vs-ho ie going to be leading, but obviously
we want to stand behind that person that leads in a responsible
fashion.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PRAM Mr. Chairman, I just would like to thank my distin-

guished colleague from Ohio for his excellent testimony and ex-
press the hope that we will get this bill in the Rules Committee
and will not run into any jurisdictional problems.

Mr. HALL. Thank you Don. You can count on it.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin.
Mr. Lxviri. I do not have any questions, just a comment. It is in-

teresting that three members of the Rules Committee participated
here today, and that has both substantive ar4 procedural signifi-
cance.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Hall, thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

Mr. HALL. Thank you.
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Chairman FORD. The subcommittee will hear from witnesses and
members this afternoon starting at 2, but I would also like to an-
nounce again that on Wednesday, March 4, the subcommittee will
take testimony from the administration, at which time we will
learn more about the President's demonstration proposals, as well
as his two work proposals for AFDC recipients. Also on March 6,
10, 11, and 13, the subcommittee will hear from public witnesses on
welfare reform. And I expect an official press release announcing
these session will be available later this afternoon when we meet
at 2 o'clock.

I would say that we have concluded the morning session devoted
to hearing from the Members of the House. We will reconvene at 2
this afternoon. The subcommittee will stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at 2 p.m.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

Chairman FORD. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation will come to order. We will start the
second session of the hearing on welfare reform. I said earlier that
I wanted to take the opportunity this morning to announce that
the subcommittee has scheduled additional days to hear from wit-
nesses.

On Wednesday, March 4, the subcommittee will take testimony
again from the administration, at which time we learn more about
the President's demonstration proposals as well as his two work
proposals for AFDC. On March 6, 10, 11, and 13, again, the subcom-
mittee will hear from public witnesses on welfare reform. I expect
that an official press release should be ready in just a matter of
minutes.

Welfare reto.-Tn is now on our agenda. It is one of the top prior-
ities for the full Committee on Ways and Means. We have had
talks with the leadership in the House and we believe that our
counterparts on the Senate side also want it.

It is our job to turn today's rhetoric into legislation that can
make a difference. We know that there is a welfare program in
this Nation that is more than 50 years old. We hope that we can
make reform measures that will respond to many of the ills of the
welfare system and address the problems of those who live below
the poverty threshold.

We take en important step in the direction of learning more
about welfare reform from our colleagues here in the House, and
we certainly will use this information to develop a bill, hopefully in
the next 2 or 3 weeks. And, we will also have a markup session
starting sometime in the near future. The input and the testimony
that we receive today from our colleagues will help us as we forge
ahead on a welfare reform package.

I take this opportunity now to call on one of our colleagues who
serves on the House Ways and Means Committee, and one who has
been very instrumental in working with us on this committee, and
who has already introduced a bill before the Congress. I would like
to call on our colleague, Mr. Sander Levin.

172



167

Mr. Izmir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We were just talking,
your staff and myself.

Chairman FORD. I know. She whispered in my ear after I had al-
ready started the introductory remarks. I see Mr. Coats. I will be
happy to, if Mr. Levin is going to yield to you. But after I had in-
troduced the next witness as a member of the Ways and Means
Committee

Mr. Lgvnir. You better not add him to the ranks.
Chairman Foam. Mr. Coats, at this time, the subcommittee will

recognize you for your testimony. We are very delighted to have
you before the subcommittee, and we look forward to your testimo-
ny on welfare reform.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAN COATS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. COATS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman I have never been intro-
duced as a member of the Ways and Means Committee before. I
hear that it carries with it great privileges.

I am testifying before you today basically as someone attempting
to bring some perspective as a member of the Select Committee on
Children,Youth and Families.

One of our foremost concerns is the breakup of the family and
the impact that this has had on poverty. The tremendous rise in
teenagers having babies out of wedlock has explained much of the
poverty in children statistics that we have come across. What is
not so clear is how to solve what is a very complicated problem.

I would like to suggest to the committee some things that I think
we should cGasider in developing our welfare reform ideas. One is
incorporating some flexibility in the process.

Tom Peters, who wrote the book "In Search of Excellence," used
an example of a business that had stores all over the country, but
one of those stores stood out as a modelsomething that stood
head and shoulders above all the rest. The owner of the business
made a rule that his other managers could come in and look, visit,
touch and feel, but not copy what was going on in Indianapolis.
And I am quoting him here. He says:

This point is vital because it touches on the single most important reason why
most new programs fail. Many of these programs ranging from quality circles to re-
juvenated factories do develop in Indianapolis. One shining star that is touted be-
cause of some powerful and extraordinary champion. But then there is a horrible
tendency to say, boy oh boy, we have got a winner here. Let us take advantage of it
now. Let us wr..e down exactly what happened in Indianapolis. Let us write this up
as a case study, turn it into a booka procedures bookand what you end up
saying, of course, is let us make everybody else follow this example. By doing so, you
kill the fatted calf. Because the magic, it turns out, is not the specific techniques, it
is the sense of ownership and commitment so patiently developed, and allowed to
develop, within the Indianapolis operation context.

I think that we can learn a lesson from Tom Peter's example.
And that is, when looking at the question of welfare reform, we
need to control that almost uncontrollable tendency to say: There,
that one works in this particular place. Let us apply it as a nation-
al standard to everyone. And we have done that in the past, only to
find out that a single solution does not always work in every place
that we apply it.
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That does not mean to say that the Government cannot play a
role, and play a role in setting standards. I have supported, for in-
stance, effective programs, such as Head Start, nutrition, JTPA,
and others, where I think that the framework reeds to, and can be
set on a national basis. However, it seems to me that a key ques-
tion is how to make these programs more effective and flexible, not
how we can tighten and nationalize what we have learned from the
program. So, what we should be looking toward is setting philoso-
phy. And as representatives of the taxpayers we have some obliga-
tions to responsibly allocate their funds. And let me give you a
couple of examples.

Most Americans, at least those that I represent, feel that if some-
one is able to work and receives funds from the Government, they
ought to contribute something back for that. And, i think, just
from a political standpoint, we are going to have to conader some
element of workfare in our welfare reform programs. So, we should
consider setting up these guidelines, but leave some flexibility to
the States and local areas as to how to most effectively implement
them. Different areas, different States, different cities have differ-
ent requirements. They have different standards of living, different
cost-of-living indexes, different things that need to be done, differ-
ent philosophies on about what work is and what work is not, and
what kind of things ought to be contributed to society. And I be-
lieve it would be a mistake if we adopted one national standard
and said This is what workfare is.

Second, under AFDC, it was intended that mothers be able to
stay home with their small children. And that is a reasonable as-
sumption, and one compassionate Americans would agree with.
But, I think we also have to ask the question about whether or not
this, as a broad, mandated policy, simply fosters a dependence on
welfare, and a use of welfare, as a reason to stay home and perwt-
uates a cycle of dependency that aggravates the problem rather
than alleviates the problem.

Third, I would hope that we can send out, through whatever wel-
fare reform package we come up with, pro-family signals rather
than anti-family signals. This could include having AFDC pay-
ments for teen mothers work going through their families and ex-
tending AFDC eligibility to families when a father is present. We
have tilted too far away rom the role of the family in trying to
deal with a lot of these problem& Yet, I do realize the family is not
present in many of these nevertheless, to the extent that our poli-
cies foster a further dissolution of the family, I believe we are ig-
noring some real contributions that the extended family can make.
This is not only in terms of financial support, but more important-
ly perhaps, in terms of emotional support, in terms of the kind of
psychological support that is necessary to assist those on welfare in
dealing with the multitude of problems that they have to deal with.

Programs such as the Wisconsin child support enforcement pro-
gram are a good test. And it seems that this program seems to
show some promise. And it will be interesting to study its impact.
There may be some general principles which will result from this
program such as grandparent liability, the principle of percent sup-
port payments, and so forth. But, I again caution that setting of a
national standard, based on any one particular criteria, may ignore
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different circumstances that exist in different parts of the country.
Wisconsin has different problems from New York City, and has dif-
ferent problems from rural Georgia. And it might be a mistake to
take the Wisconsin experiment and apply it all across the board.

It has become increasingly clear to me, and I think to many of
the members on our committee, that having children outside of
marriage, then dropping out of school, and combining that with
drug and alcohol abuse, are causes of many of the problems that
we face.

It has also oecome clear to our committee that the restoration of
hope, of responsibility, of two parent families, of quality education,
of good health care, of crime reduction and a sense of control over
one's own destiny, are just as critical as increasing the size of the
welfare check.

It is also clear that the probable solutions to these problems will
be different for Hispanics in Texas, Asians in California, rural
whites in West Virginia, or blacks in urban areas. As much as pos-
sible we need to encourage flexibility so that people like Mini
Gray, who has caused transformations in all areas of her communi-
ty through tenant management of housing, or Carolyn Wallace of
Newark who has done it through a youth organization, that these
types of programs can be fostered rather than stifled by application
of only a national standard.

A dynamic neighborhood leadership is not always the same in
any given place. Yet, it seems that nearly every good local program
is as much handicapped by the system, rather the.* helped by the

.
l

Our rules here in Washington have become so pervasivesystems
they seem to spend as much time fighting over paperwork re-

quirements as helping the poor.
More importantly, and maybe most importantly, I think we need

to empower people themselves to act. Tom Peters calls it a sense of
ownership and commitment. Ultimately, we cannot make people
learn unusable educational and vocational skills. We cannot make
them form families. We cannot make them behave in a responsible
way. We can punish behavior or we can reward behavior, but ulti-
mately decisions rest upon the people themselves.

Just let me say one other thing before I conclude. It seems to me
that we are dealing with, in a further support for the need for
flexibility, we are dealing with two types ofand maybe many
moretwo basic types of welfare problems. One is income related
or rather, income driven. It is the group of people that move in and
out of welfare. They are on the margin. They are there for a short
time And with the application of sound educational upgrading,
sound job training, combinations of workfare training incentive
benefits to accomplish certain specific goals, we can move these
people out of that welfare category and into a work category where
they are upgrading their situation. And I believe in these areas
governments do play a fairly significant role.

On the other hand, we have a category of people in welfare that
are more behaviorally driven. It is a longer term problem. It is a
much more difficult problem to deal with because we are dealing
with questions of self esteem and love, and acceptance in the com-
munity. We are dealing with cultural behavioral patterns that gov-
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ernments are not really equipped to deal with, particularly on a
national basis.

Here it is important that we retain the flexibility and ability to
assist, motivate and help agents of changethe families, the
churches, the neighborhoods, the schoolsthose agents that can
effect behavior and start to set a standard of behavior that can
help us with this longer term-problem.

I think that within this context we have to work for programs
that foster personal responsibility, family responsibility, grandpar-
ent responsibility, child support responsibility, father responsibil-
ity. And so, while I am not outlining for you a formula, or how-to, I
hope what I have been able to do is leave you some guidelines as to
broader areas that we ought to be looking at, leaving with you my
plea for retaining flexibilityretaining the ability of many agen-
cies and ideas throughout our society to address this problem,
which is greater than any one national government program can
solve.

I thank you again for the opportunity, particularly Congressman
Levin for letting me go ahead of you. I did have a time crunch and
you helped me out. I welcome the opportunity to not only present
these views but to work with you as we work through this difficult
process.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Congressman Dan Coats (R-IN)
Welfare Reform Statement

I want to thank you, Chairman Ford, and other Members of this
sub-committee for giving me the chance to express my views on
welfare reform. I do not pretend to be an expert on the details of
the welfare system - AFDC, food stamps and other federal programs.
My statement is based upon what I have seen and heard about
families, especially families in poverty, as the Ranking Republican
on the Rause Select Committee on Children, Youth 4 Fannies.

My foremost concern is the breakdown of the family. It is so
overwhelmingly clear to all that the tremendous rise in teenagers
having babies out-of-wedlock alone explains much of the rise in
poverty among children. What is not so clear is how to solve this
complicated problem. But I would like to suggest some things we
need to consider in developing our welfare reform ideas.

Ton Peters, co-author of In Search of Excellence, in discussing what
makes projects work used the example of a model store developed in
Indianapolis. The copy made a rule that other stores could come and
look, visit, touch, feel, but not c Indianapolis. He goes on to
say:

',his point is vital because it touches on the single most
important reason why most new programs fail. Many - ranging from
quality circles to rejuvenated factories - do develop an
Indianapolis, one shining star that's touted because of some
powerful and extraordinary chempion. But then there's a horrible
tendency to say, 'Boy, oh boy. We've got a winner. Let's take
advantage of it - now Let's write down exactly what happened at
Indianapolis. LetTrwrite it up as a case study. Let's turn it
into a book, a procedures book.' What you're saying, of course, is:
'Let's shove it down the throat of each of the leaders of the S99
other stores.' By doing so, you kill the fatted calf because the
magic, it turns out, isn't the specific techniques ofTiliiiiPITs;
its the sense of ownership commitment so patiently developed -
allowed to develop - within the liariiipuis operation/context."

(Tom Peters; A Passion for Excellence: The Leadership Difference)

When looking at the issue of welfare reform we need to bear this in
mind. Be have a nearly uncontrollable tendency to look for a single
national program that we can ram through in all situations in hopes
of solving the problems. And it basrnever worked.

a/mate
This is not to say that the national goverment doesn't play a key
role. I have supported such effective programs as Head Starr,
nutrition programs, and JIM. Congress funds any programs targeted
toward assisting the poor, and should continue to do so. But it
seems to me that a key question is bow to make these programs even
more effective and flexible, not how to tighten and nationalize.

We should be looking toward setting philosophy - as representatives
of taxpayers we have the obligation to responsibly allocate their
funds. Let an give a few examples:

Most Americans feel that if someone who is able to work receives
funds from the government, they should work. So we should
consider setting strong workfare guidelines but leave the
states with flexibility as to how to most effectively implement
it.
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Under AFDC it was intended that mothers be able to stay home
with their small children. But when most mothers with children
3 or over are working, is it fair that those on welfare .re not?
We may need to look at altering the child care credit so that
the dollars are really benefiting the poor not upper classes,
expanding eligible child care providers to include unlicensed
facilities such as family and neighbors, and also giving
mothers in working poor families the credit if they choose to
provide their own child care.

It is important that we begin to send out pro-family signals
rather than anti-family signals, This should include having
AFDC payments for teen mothers going through her parents. It
may include extending AFDC eligibility to families with a father
present.

Programs such as the Wisconsin Child Support Enforcement program
show promise and it will be interesting to study its impact.
There may be some general principles that could be national -

such as grandparent liability, the principal of set percent
support payments - but one national standard of exactly 17% for
one child, etc is most likely to be very ineffective. Wisconsin
has different problems from New York City or rural Georgia.

It has become increasingly clear that having children outside
marriage, that dropping out of school, and that drug and alcohol
abuse sr- driving causes of many of the problems. It is also clear
that the restoration of hope, of responsibility, of two-parent
families, of quality education, of good health care, of crime
reduction and a sense of control over one's own destiny are
critical nhomOm-increasing the size of a welfare check.

JimlEas

It is also clear that the probable solutions to these problems will
be different for the Hispanics in Texas, the Asians in California,
rural whites In West Virginia, or blacks in urban areas. As such as
possible we n.ed to encourage people like Iimi Gray, who has caused
transformations in all areas of her community through tenant

managment of housing; or Carolyn Wallace in Newark who has done it
through ayiouth organization. Dynamic neighborhood leadership is
not alwayi in the same place. Yet it seems that nearly every good
local paOgran is as such handicapped by the system rather than
helped by it. Our rules here in Washington have become so pervasive
that they seem to spend as such time fighting over paperwork
oxpeirements as they do helping the poor.

Most importantly, we need to empower people themselves to act. Tom
Peters calls it a sense of "ownership" and "commitment." Ultimately

skills, we cannot make them form families, we cannot make then
we cannot make people learn usable educational and vocational

behave in a responsible way. We can punish behavior or we can
_reward behavior, but ultimately the decisions rest upon people
theiselves._

In conclusion, I urge you not to ignore the important short-term
financial needs of the poor but to look beyond that to the larger
questions. New can we tilt government policy toward pro-family and

responsible behavior but give people themselves options on how best
to accomplish these goals?

Once again, thank you Mk. Chairman for allowing me the time)
express these views.
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Chairman FORD. Mr. Coats, thank you very much. Your proposal
is somewhat similar to others' who have testified I- efore this com-
mittee. You talked bout work and training. Work, education, and
training are three Aliajor components of a welfare reform package.
Work must be more attractive than welfare. Training and helping
people to develop the proper skills can make it possible recipients
to work and he productive. In your statement, you referred several
times to workfare. Thete has been a lot of talk about workfare, and
I realize that the term "workfare" can mean different things. In
certain circles it has meant working the grant off without proper
education, or first sending that recipient back to school if they did
not complete high school, making sure that the recipient would
have the adequate training and the skills that would be needed in
order to move into the workforce.

I think it would be the intent of this suocommittee to make it
more attractive for a recipient to work than to remain on the wel-
fare rolls. And that is the intent of a welfare reform package.
When AFDC was first created, it was never the intent, as you men-
tioned earlier, for the recipient to work. It was father, that moth-
ers with children receive a s.. it Ince income. There wasn't great
concern, how we make reci3i self-sufficient and independent of
the system. the short iv _ it .1 going to cost additional dollars to
he'p families oecome self-sufficient.

ilo you think Congress and the Nation are ready to make this
investment? Even if we set certain stanaards from a national level,
but give strong State flexibility for a work education, and training
program, some of ... are convinced that it would cost additional
dollars, in the sl- 3rt run, but save many dollars in the long run.

Mr. COATS. Well, my analysis of the constituents in my area, and
my analysis of the people of this country is that there is a genuine
willingness to assist those in need. But I think to volitically sell
any new welfare package there as to be some demo astration that
in return for that assistance there is some effort be;ng made on the
part of the recipients to contribute something bac!. :.3 society. Now,
maybe workfare has become such a buzz word, a word that means
aifferent things to different people, that we shouldn't continue to
use it. Maybe we should talk about some effort to contribute some-
thing back to society for the investment, sock- .y is making. That
effort may be one or a combination of a whole crunch of things. It
may be some diligent efforts at upgrading education or it might be
a combination education work-study type program. It may involve
community service. It may involve welfare mothers helping each
other out in child care so that they can, through a combination of
assistance with each other's children, each move forward to gain
those skills that they need to become a productive part of society.

So, my definition of workfare is much broader than what some
would say. Some people envision a particular set of work require-
ments that do nothing to advance someone toward gaining thow:
skills and that ability to become more self-sufficient.

My honest guess is that `,e American people will be generous
with their willingness to asb.st in working out of this welfare pro-
gram if they can see some positive feedback and contributiohe
coming back from the recipients. And I think, again, that there is
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no one particular set formula, maybe no one term that ought to de-
scribe what that ought to be.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Coats, for your testi-
mony. We certainly hope that we can continue to work together as
we try to develop a reform package in the coming weeks.

Mr. COATS. Well, thank you. We have a wealth of statistics in the
Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Familie

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Coals.
At this time the Chair will call on Mr. Levin. As I said earlier,

one of the very able members of the full Committee on Ways and
Means, who has already fr hioned a welfare reform package in the
Congress, and who has been very much in the foref. ,nt of welfare
reform. It is a real delight for me to call upon my colleague on
Ways and Means, Mr. Levin, who has been so gracious and kind to
let other Members go before him all day. At this time we recognize
you, Mr. Levin.

STATEMENT OF HON. SANDER M. LEVIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. LEVIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ch-irman, and I see that
other colleagues of mine are here, including former colleagues on
the Banking Committee. So what I will do, not to lelay them too
much, is two things. First of all, ask that my entire statement be
placed in the record.

Chairman FORD. It will be made a part of the record.
Mr. LEVIN. And then, secondly, get right to the point. I think all

of us want to ask ourselves, or are asking, why the 100th Congress
and welfare reform, when previous Congresses have failed. A part
of it, Mr. Chairman, is the sheer passage of time. Time has not
cured the problems. I think time has exposed them.

Secondly, and we could see this today in the testimony before
this subcommittee, there is a new sense of common ground regard-
ing welfare reform. There is greater understanding of the impor-
tance of self-sufficiency that it is both desirable and it is desired by
most people. My testimony spells out other aspects of this growing
common groundperhaps not a consensusbut the growing
common ground. And so, let me discuss, if I might, the question of
how the Congress -hould proceed on welfare reform.

With this growing support for action, clearly the time to act is
now. We could go the comprehensive route and there is much
reason to do that. There is much more to welfare reform than the
welfare work linkage. There are the issues of adequate income sup-
port for AFDC recipients. On the average, what they are receiving
is a third less today than it was a decade ago. There are also issues
relating to incentives. So there is a strong argument, or a set of
strong arguments, for moving ahead on comprehensive reform.
But, my judgment is that the likely scenario is that we will and
should do it step by step. And in my judgment the first ski) is to
look at the linkage between welfare and work, and to resolve those
issues for several reasons.

First of all, that issue has been the deepest wedge in previous ef-
forts. It has divided peopleperhaps diverted kieople from more
comprehensive reform. The differences are deep. The images are
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rather sharp, and I think the misunderstanding is broad. But it has
been a source of deep division. N we can resolve the issues relating
to the linkage between welfare and work I think it would be easier
to go onto other aspects.

Secondly, and just as importantly, it is an area where there has
:wen a lot of experimentation going on in the last 5 years. There
has been a lot of change. When this was started, the discussion, a
decade and a half, two decades ago, there was a small percentage
of women working. My testimony indicates what the percentages
are now. They are rather astounding. Two-thirds of all women with
children under 18 are working, and 60 percent of women with chil-
dren under age three are working at least part time.

But also we have, as I have said, the experiences within the
States. The National Governors' Association is going to come out
with some proposals that reflect those experiences. The President
has said, as indicated in my testimony, he said, I think in the State
of the Union Message, that we must face up to what we do not
know. In my judgment we ought to face uo to it'at we do know. He
apparently, or some in the administration are suggesting 5 more
years of experimentation. I suggest that while we do not have all
the answers, we ought to learn from the past 5 years of experimen-
tation, and our rallying cry should not be "5 more years." Let us
get on with it.

I will not go through the portions of my testimony that relate to
the studies by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corp., 0. by
the GAO. Both are intensive, extensive studies, and what they con-
clude is, that under these experiments, that there have been in-
creases in employment. The increases have often been modest, but
important, and enough to justify program costs. So, we need to em-
phasize both the gains under these experiments, but the modesty
there is no simple answer. So, I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that
the best strategy, on balance, is to get at constructive, creative
linkages between welfare and work.

Last year Senator Moynihan on the Senate side and a number of
us on the House side introduced a bill we called WORC. And what
it does is to highlight six features. First of all, and I will review
these just very briefly, a national mandate for welfare agencies to
provide training and employment assistance. It is an effort to get
at the divergencethe split of responsibilitiesin various States.
And the same has been true on the national level between labor
and social service agencies, and it places the responsibility squarely
within welfare agencies with a national mandate.

Secondly, the establishment of some performance standards: Not
just numbers going through the mill, but some clear cut perfbrm-
ance standard: to measure program progress and success. Beyond
that, it says to the States: You have flexibility; we are going to help
you with resources providing certain standards are met. There has
to be mandatory registration, and counseling and assessment of
non-exempt recipients, and the State has to provide education and
training opportunities.

As to the issue of how much work is manda that is left up to
the States. Within the last several years some States have mandat-
ed work Others have not. Massachusetts has not. There is a re-
quirement that support services be included: child care, transporta-
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tion. And also a provision for Federal resources: 70-30 on a -27.3der-
al-State match basis for training and retraining, and 56-60 f
childcare

So, this is the proposal. It is undergoing some modification. 1." '
are working with people on the minority side. We will probably in-
troduce it in the next week or two with suggestions from :- lead
sponsor on the Republican side. The hope is that we can in the sub-
committee, and then in the full committee, craft a bipartisan ap-
proach.

Let me close with just a few comments on this approach. First of
all, the urgency. The WIN program expires in June. We need to
move on. It has been the source of support for these experimenta-
tions.

Secondly, I think the catastrophic health insurance issue is a re-
vealing one. For years there was argument about whether to go
step hv step or to go with a very comprehensive approach. The
latter is often preferable. The question is whether it is feasible. I
think this Congress is going to decide, when it comes to comprehen-
sive health care with catastrophic proposals, to take an important
step, albeit not the total one.

I sense there is a similar situation with welfare. The WORC bill
would cost money. It would, according to CBO, cost about a billion
dollars over 5 years. That is for the matching portion on support
services and training and retraining. It seemed low to us. We went
back to CBO and asked them to recalculate it, and they came back
with essentially the same calculations.

And I close by a comment on that cost. It is not revenue neutral,
and we have heard a lot about revenue neutrality here, but k is a
good investment. We will receive back much of it in dollars saved,
and we will receive even more back in lives enabled and, indeed,
enriched.

This subcommittee has a wonderful challenge, and it is now a
challenge that can reach fruition. I am pleased to be able to testify,
to participate to some extent, and we look forward to your leader-
ship to make this happen. Thank you.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF

HONORABLE SANDER M. LEVIN

MEMBER OF CONGRESS

Mr. Chairman:

Our net ,a is in the midst of a re- examination of our welfare
system. This is hardly the first such occasion, but it does seem
a particularly auspicious one.

Why should the 100th Congress expect success where so many
have walked unsuccessfully before?

One reason is the sheer passage of time. It has tnrown the
current welfare system into sharp relief, exposing the
inadequacies, not obscuring or ameliorating them.

A second reason, and maybe the most important, is a new sense
of common ground on so much of the welfare debate from both sides
of the political aisle. There is a recognition that the most of
those on welfare want to get off. There is an understanding that
barriers to self-sufficiency must come down so that people can
pick themselves up. There is an appreAation that the family
unit itself must find a society builds on its strengths and
not magnifies its weaknesses. And there is an acknowledgment
that for some the trageiy of poverty has grown into an unhealthy
dependency.

This confluence of thinking is perhaps most evident in the
the long battle of work and welfare. Terms like-qprkfare and
guaranteed minimum income will bring a host of medbries to the
longtime participants in this debate.

But today there are some new facts on the table that change
the entire nature of the debate.

The first is the dramatic growth in the female participation
in the workforce and especially the increasing participation of
women with children has altered some very fundamental assumptions
about the woman's place in society. When 8 out of 10 women were
at home with their children, it was only natural that our
assistance programs incorporated this assumption. Now, when two
thirds of all women with children under 18, and 60% with children
under age 3, are working at least part of the year, it only makes
sense to redesign our assistance programs to take into account
this new reality.

The second change is the success we have seen in connecting
people with work.

There is much more to welfare reform cnan the welfare-work
linkage. D-c.e is the critical issue of adequate income
support. There is the vital challenge of adjusting 1L so that
there is an incentive to work. Such issues must be faced in any
comprehensive reform worthy of the name.

There is a strong argument to focus Cle present debate on
such comprehensive reform. But in my judgment, the more likely
scenario is that we will do it step by step. The first sr p
should be to move ahead In constructive linkage of welfare with
work, for the following reasons --

1. It is the area that has driven the deepest wedge
into reform efforts in the past. Until it is
resolved, it is likely to deter progress on cther
i

2. It is an area where we have been experimenting and
have learned considerably in recent years.
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Last year, the highly respected Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation (MDRC) gave us the first results of their
detailed in-depth evaluation of work/welfare initiatives in 11
states. While their study is not completed, the findings from
the first report were confirmed in a more recent release.
Perhaps the most important of the lessons from their study is
that "a number of quite different program approaches will lead to
increases in employment, but that the gains will be relatively
modest. . . Nevertheless, while the impacts may not be striking,
they appear large enough to justify the program costs. . ."

At the request of our colleague Representat:re Ted Weiss, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) has just completed its own study
of work/welfare programs in 24 states. Their findings are very
similar. Despite somewhat bureaucratic management, limited
funding and the lack of intensive training and support services,
these programs have shown modest but positive effects on the
employment earnings of participants. I would like to submit a
more detailed summary of GAO's findings for the record.

In its recent study 'Op Prom Dependency' and in draft
legislation which I have seen, the Administration would have us
and the American people believe that we need another five years
of study and local demonstrations before we can make needed
changes is-. federal policy. The President says we must 'face up
to what we don't know" before we begi- the process of reform. I

would submit it is time to face up t' what we do know. I submit
that we've had five years of useful .oval experimentation and
initiative and that now is the time to act. We don't have all
the answers but we know a great deal about what it takes to help
those on welfare become self-sufficient. Our rallying cry should
not be 'Live more years.'

As the MOW and GAO studies have shown, programs like
Massachusetts' E.T., California's GAIN and Michigan's MOST are
right now, today, helping people to turn their lives around. It
was from discussions with the managers of these and other similar
programs that I have become convinced that we are ready to move
on at least this part of welfare reform.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, last year I introduced legislation
entitled the Work Opportunities and Retraining Compact (MORC)
which is drawn from these state experiences. Our bill this year
will be similar. I had hoped that the bill would be before you
today, but our intoduction has been delayed :nr a few days. We
are very hopeful of hal/1.in support from the other side of the
aisle and we are working out a few details with one of our
Republilan colleagues.

The MORC bill has six key features:

1. A national mandate for state welfare agencies to
provide training and employment assistance for
welfare recipients

2. Performance standards to measure program success and
progress.

3. mandatory registration, counseling and assessment for
non-exempt recipients

4. Education and training must be provided based on the needs of
the recipients

S. Child Care and transpor,ation assistance must be provided

6. Adequate resources bass. on a 70-30 federal-state match

The current redrafting will increase the focus on education,
provide assistance to women with younger children, provide
transitioznl-support services to help participants find jobs and
increase ties to the private sector.
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As this Committee considers welfare and work ideas, I would
draw your attention to GAO's recommendations for legislative
action. The GAO calls on Congress to "develop a coherent,
streamlined federal work program policy that would preserve some
of the more desirable features of the programs begun in the past
5 years. In particular they call for one program that
consolidates administrative responsibility, but gives the states
flexibility in providing services, with a stable federal funding
Bourne. Services must be provided to those with the most severe
barriers to employment and adequate support services mutt be
provided. Participation for women with children under six should
be voluntary. More sophisticated measures of performance must be
used to gauge program success and reporting and evaluations
should be uniform.

I believe these are important principles for us to follow as
we draft, and mark-up legislation and in my opinion the NORC bill
meets this test.

I would hope we could move ahead in this vital aspect of
welfare reform. As you know, funding for the WIN program, which
has been the catalyst for the usefuA state experiments, expires
in June. I as very concerned that unless we move quickly on a
work/welfare proposal that provides continued federal support,
states will shut down their fledgling but effective work/welfare
programs. This would be a tragedy. Not only will the doors of
opportunity close for those on welfare, the government will also
lose the benefit of savings in welfare costs and additional tax
receipts.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we consider the direction that
health care policy is taking and the history of previous attempts
at welfare reform. A few years ago, catastrophic health care was

rejected by many as not going far enough toward national health
coverage. Today, catastrophic proposals are seen as an important
step on the road to a comprehensive health care system.

Mr. Chairman I had the opportunity to come before you last
year to testify about linkages between work and welfare. I am
pleased to note that there appears to be even more common ground
than there was the last time I sat at this table.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Levin.
Mr. Levin, let me ask about the work component of your bill. It

would inclvle work and training, is that correct?
Mr. Lzvor. Yes. Training, retraining, and education opportuni-

tiesthose are mandatory to be provided by the States.
Chairman FORD. Right. Now the work and training components,

are you using CBO figures on that $1 billion? Is that over a 5-year
period, or $1 billion per year?

Mr. Levu'. Yes, that is $1 billion over 5 years.
Chairman FORD. Right. Now help me, because you know Dr.

Miller testified before the full committee last week or the week
before, and talked about welfare reform.

He talked about dismantling the Summer Youth Program, and I
believe we currently spend about $750 million on that program,
and adding another $50 million for the training component for chil-
dren in AFDC families. Nevertheless, we are talking about a billion
dollars over a 5-year period with your work and training compo-
nents. Does that include the children of AFDCunder your bill? or
does your bill include only the adult care component?

Mr. Lawns. Yes. I paused because I wanted to say a word. It is
not exactly relevant, but it should be clear. When the administra-
tion says they are a billion, it is really $950 million or
$980 million plus million for AFDC youth. That $800 million
is .750 million, as you said, of present money. They are just
moving from the Summer Youth Program to AFDC.

Chairman FORD. I understand that. I was only looking at the
dollar amounts.

Mr. Lawns. The answer is this billion is for adults.
Chairman FORD. Right.
Mr. Licvng. For the adult members of the family receiving AFDC.
Chairman FORD. Well, in your bill, is there a component that

would address the nonadult recipients ofAFDC?
Mr. LIMN. No. And the reason is this: I think we need a major

training-retraining program in this country beyond JTPA. I don't
think thiea,D7 to do it is to distinguish between those children re-
ceiving and those not, or between dislocated workers and
nondislocated workers. We need a comprehensive attack on this
problem.

The WORC bill is aimed at providing meaningful training-re-
training opportunities for advits within theAFDC program.

Chairman Foal). I am not sure that JTPA can rerun the welfare
population, particularly the nonadults. Someone has indicated this
morning that Secretary Brock and Secretary Bowen have agreed
now to disregard or not take into consideration participants in the
JTPA program.

My concern, Mr. Levin, with your bill, is how do we address the
training needs of the children of the welfare population? We are
talking about 12 million children w live below the poverty
threshold, and about 7 million of those 12 million are on AFDC.

We have not looked at costs because we are trying to define what
needs to be done befoqe we consideq the cost. Does your bill and
other bills that have been introduced in the Congress address the
needs of the children? Would this add to the cost?
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Mr. LEvIN. The billion doesn't include it, and I think the decision
that the subcommittee and the full committee and the leadership
have to make fairly soon, I would think, is what should be the gist
of a welfare reform bill. And I have stated who I think on balance
makes sense. There is an argument to go more comprehensively,
but I think in terms of training and retraining that it makes sense
to learn from the experience of States like Massachusetts, Michi-
gan, California, Wisconsin, innumerable States, who have tried to
marshall resources to focus on this issue in a creative, not a puni-
tive, way.

And there has been some success, and I think we ought to build
on that success, and build it into a national mandate combining op-
portunity with obligation.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin, thank you very much. As I said earli-
er, you have been a full participant with us on this subcommittee,
and certainly a very strong voice in the Congress and the full com-
mittee. Again, thank you for your testimony, and I will be working
closely with you.

Mr. LEvIN. Thank you. We have been. I look forward to it fully.
Chairman Fmk.. The Chair will call as the next witness, accord-

ing to the list here, Mr. Henry Waxman, chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Health and the Environment of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

Mr. Waxman, let me welcome you once again before the Subcom-
mittee on Public Assistance. It has been a real pleasure to work
with you in the past, and I certainly hope that we will continue to
work together, and especially during these days of welfare reform
and knowing that, if there is a comprehensive bill, there will either
be some joint referrals or at least one committee with certain juris-
dictions that we will be able to work closely together to move a bill
that will probably address many of the ills, not only in the welfare
population, but, hopefully, even beyond the welfare population, for
those who live below the poverty thresholds and those who do not
have adequate health care and adequate health coverage in this
country.

So again, we welcome you before the committee, Mr. Waxman
Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much.
Chairman Foes. Let me also say on behalf of ore of my col-

leagues, Mr. Matsui, from your State, he called and :Asked his staff
to remind me that he apologizes to you and other members of the
California delegation. He was scheduled to be in his district and he
could not be here today.

So we recognize you at this time, Mr. Waxman.

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, COM-
MITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you for your kind words. I am delighted to
be with you and to share some thoughts on welfare reform, and
certainly I would look forward to working with you and members
of your committee on any legislation that would be worth our
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trying to pass. No c le has worked harder for welfare reform than
you have, Mr. Chairman

I want to focus my comments on the role of Medicaid in welfare
reform. Medicaid is far and away our largest means-tested entitle-
ment program, with $30 billion in Federal outlays and 22 million
beneficiaries projected for fiscal year 1988. The program pays for
basic health services, including physician, hospital and nursing
home care on behalf of eligible families, and elderly and disabled
people.

In the case of families, eligibility for Medicaid is tied directly to
the receipt of cash assistance under Cie AFDC program. If a family
receives AFDC cash assistance, it is adomatically eligible for Med-
icaid coverage. Thus, to the extent that welfare reform alters eligi-
bility for AFDC cash assistance, it will also have a direct impact on
eligibility for Medicaid. The clearest illustration of this is your pro-
posal, Mr. Chairman, to mandate coverage to poor two-parent un-
employed families, or the AFDC-UP families. Extension of cash as-
sistance to these families would bring with it Medicaid coverage as
well.

Medicaid has significant work incentive implications. Mothers re-
ceiving AFDC and Medicaid benefits may be less inclined to return
to work knowing that if they do so they will lose Medicaid coverage
for themselves and their children and will not be able to replace
this coverage because the prospective employer does not offer any
health insurance benefits.

11112 not arguing that the availability of health care coverage is
'le nly factor affecting a person's decision to work. Obviously, it

is not. However, I do believe that we will not be able to reduce wel-
fare dependency without giving recipients some confidence that
going to work will not mean immediate loss of their health care
coverage.

The President in his State of the Union Message told us that he
would propose to allow States to establish a series of demonstra-
tions in welfare policy. Well, I believe there is mt..-11 we can learn
from carefully planned, well run demonstrations. But I would
oppose any demonstration that would in any way reduce current
Men.acid benefits or eligibility or that would weaker the due proc-
ess safeguards currently available to program beneficiaries.

I have no specific blueprint for welfare reform. In the short run,
I would certainly support your proposals to mandate coverage of
families with unemployed parents and to raise minimum AFDC
benefit levels to some civilized percentage of the Federal poverty
!?vel. In the long run, we need to decouple medical assistance from
cash assistance so that the availability of Medicaid coverage de-
pends on a person's income and resources, not whether he or she is
working or whether he or she is receiving cash assistance.

As you know, in the last three budget reconciliation bills, we
started down this road with respect to pregnant women and young
children, as well as the elderly and disabled. With respect to each
of these groups, States can now extend Medicaid coverage to those
with incomes below 100 percent of the Federal poverty level re-
gardless of family composition or receipt of cash assistance.
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That concludes my remarks. I look forward to working with you
to coordinate cash and medical assistance reform efforts, and I
would be happy to answer any questions.

Chairman FORD. Again, thank you very much, Mr. Waxman.
There is one comment I would like to make on your testimony

with respect to the decoupling of medical assistance from
One of the concerns that we would have from this subcommittee is
giving the States the flexibility to provide the medical coverage
and not the cash assistance. I am from a Southern State, and we
have very low grant payments to AFDC recipients under the cur-
rent statute. States like New York and others might fare very well
if AFDC and Medicaid were decoupled. But I worry about this
unless we also had some Federal or national standards for benefit
levels. All of this may not be possible in welfare reform, but I
wanted to share my concerns with decoupling the health care.

Mr. WAXMAN. I wouldn't decouple it as a State option. I would
decouple it based on Federal standards that would say that people
will have health care coverage if they are below the poverty line. I
would divorce coverage from whether the poor are receiving the
cash assistance or whatever level that cash assistance might be or
whether they are employed or unemployed.

Because, after all, if you take people off of welfare and expect
them to get a job, and they don't have health care coverage, which
most low-paying jobs will not provide, and there is someone who is
ill in the family, they are not going to go to work. And, of course,
there is a tremendous vulnerability that they leave themselves
open to if they go without that health care benefit.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Waxman, what do you see as a timeframe
with this subcommittee, your subcommittee. and other committees
in the Congress coraidermg a comprehensive welfare reform pack-
age? What kind of timeframe do you believe is realistic trying to
pull a bill together?

Mr. WAxmAx. I suppose we are deferring to your leadership on
that. I would like to see what the components of that package
would be.

I must just express to you some apprehension about accomplish-
ing welfare reform legislation with this administration in power at
this time. I am not sure what welfare reform means, except to
them I know it means knocking people off any kind of benefits, and
that shouldn't be our objective. Our objective should be to free
people from welfare dependency. Not to cut them cff, but to free
them so that they are working and have coverage for themselves
and their children for their health needs.

Chairman FORD. The Carter administration had a comprehensive
plan, which affected five or six committee jurisdictions. In .hat
case, a special committee was established to work on welfare
reform. I would think that any comprehensive plan today would
have joint referrals to other committees.

Are there problems with four or five committees working to
report legislation back, within the next 4 or 5 months, to the Con-
gress?

Mr. WAxatAx. I think if we have a clear idea of what we are
trying to accomplish and we have mutual objectives, which I fully
would expect to be the case knowing that if you are behind some
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proposal I would most likely be behind it as well, I don't think the
jurisdictional problems are serious. I think it is just a question of
going through, making sure that each committee that has a differ-
ent perspective on the question can deal with it.

But I don't see a problem in trying to move in a coordinated way.
Chairman FORD. It is the intent of this subcommittee to move a

partisan welfare reform package. We certainly hope that it will be
a comprehensive package. I would Eke to move swiftly on that leg-
islation.

Mr. WAXMAN Well, it is my intent to cooperate with you fully.
Chairman FORD. Thank you.
Mr. Downey.
Mr. DOV/NEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think Mr. Waxman has made his position clear, which I wel-

come. We had a meeting with the Speaker today on moving this
li'slation, and I think the news was very good. He wants a bill by
May and intends to put the various committee chairmen and sub-
committee chairmen on that path.

Mr. WAXMAN A good bill by May is one that is long overdue. A
bad bill by May is premature.

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. Well, I will write that down. [Laughter.]
Mr. Waxsuoi. Be sure to give me credit.
Mr. Dowrixr. Yes, I will, Henry.
You have no problem if we can figure out a way to finance Med-

icaid with greater Federal dollars, do you? That the 50-50 current
match which some of our States have to pay to make this more of a
Federal program would not be something you would oppose?

Mr. WAXMAN. I think one of the injustices we have in our society
is that someone's life and health in one part of the country is held
to be more valuable than that of someone from another part of the
country. So I think we need uniform minimum Federal standards,
and we can't leave it up to the States because the States, as we
have seen over and over again, will choose the less-expensive
option even though it means people go without the needed benefits.

Mr. DOWNEY. Well, I couldn't agree with that more.
Mr. WAXMAN. You can write that one down, too.
Mr. DoWNEY. Yes, I have also gotten that one down.
Mr. WAXMAN. On the other hand, we do have a reporter.
Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. Oh, we have a reporter. Thank you. I will cer-

tainly refer back An the record to these wholesome homilies.
[Laughter.]

The other thing I found, in our meeting with the Speaker, in-
structive is his desire that revenue neutrality not be one of our
guiding princip:m. So where I was concerned about how one could
pay for this, I have now less concern.

Mr. WAXMAN. You are?
Mr. DowNxv. I am n Hess concerned. I am sure the members of

the Budget Committee might be more concerned. We will find a
way to pay for it.

But, no, it appears as though we are moving in the direction that
will satisfy us all.

Mr. WAXMAN. Very pleased to hear it, and look forward to work-
ing with you.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin.
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Mr. LEVDI. Thank you.
As we have read the results of programs, not only experiments,

but real programs in some of the States, one of the more difficult
issues has been the impact on health coverage. The effective pro-
grams that have been able to train and retrain people. There has
always been that sword off of AFDC, off of Medicaid.

So as we talk about trying to take the lessons of these last sever-
al years, what we have learned from the States, and put together a
creative jobe-welfare linkage, it is critical to look at that AFDC-
Medicaid connection.

So, Mr. Chairman, I really think, forgetting for a moment about
jurisdiction, but just thinking about substance, it is critical that we
work on this issue together. It is not clear to us how the States
have been able to handle it. In some cases, people have been
trained to go into jobs where there is health coverage. I think that
is the Massachusetts experience. I am not quite sure how it has
been handled in Michigan.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, in 1981, we were encouraged to give States
more flexibility under the Medicaid program so they could be more
creative, etc.

Mr. Lam. Right.
Mr. WAXMAN. What they invariably did was to figure out ways

to squeeze people out of coverage or to reduce the amount of bene-
fits that people would receive. And if you are interested in demon-
stration projects, the last one I recall in California dealing with
Medicaid under then Governor Reagan was to capitate all the Med-
icaid patients by pushing them into prepaid health plans that for
all practical purposes didn't exist to give services, but only existed
to have a ceiling on the amount of money that would be spent at
the State level.

So I am, in other words, very, very skeptical and wary of the idea
of creative State options on Medicaid, where the whole thrust of
where they will be going will be to spend less money by removing
people from the program or reducing the level of services they will
receive.

Mr. Levnv. I wasn't referring to that kind of creativity.
Mr. WAXMAN. But if there is creativity in terms of helping

people find jobs and getting off the welfare cash assistance roles, I
think that would be a worthwhile objective. And one of the self-de-
feating parts of that could be denying them Medicaid coverage.
You may want to consider keeping them with Medicaid coverage as
long as their income is below the

Mr. LEVIN. That is what we need to look at.
Mr. WAXMAN. Yes.
Mr. Lzvnv. With your help. Thank you.
Mr. WAXMAN. Good. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Again, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

We will be talking with you hi the next 10 to 15 days, to examine
the jurisdictional question and see how we can work together on
that. I hope the leadership, and the Parliamentarian will place
some time restraints on all of the other committees to repori. back.

Thank you.
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Next, Mr. Martinez, of California, the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Employment Opportunities of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

I will also apologize for one of your colleagues from your delega-
tion, Mr. Matsui, who was scheduled to be back in California today.
He wanted to be here. He asked me to pass that on for him.

I am delighted to have you before the subcommittee and look for-
ward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND
CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNI-
TIES, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Let me start by thanking you for inviting me to testify here

today. I would also refer to a discussion you had with Mr. Levin on
the JTPA program and the administration's proposal.

Chairman Foam I might not have quoted him right earlier. I un-
destand that Mr. Brock made the statement this morning, and I
think Dr. Bowen has indicated that the JTPA program would be

arded as it relates to the cash assistance component of the
program.

Mr. Mainivw,. Yes. What I am referring to is that dislocated
workers can quickly become welfare recipients, especially those
who are laid off at 55 years of age or older. It is difficult for them
to be hired, and it is difficult for them to accept the training or
reeducation they need to go on to another job. If you have been
doing a job in a basic industry, such as a foundry or something
Rimilar, it is hard to even be willing to try to do something else.
They can become welfare recipients.

Mr. Brock's suggestion that they change the title III and the
Summer Youth Program to include AFDC recipients is a laudable
one. But, the way they attempt to do it is not as laudable. One of
the things we recognize is that in 1985, for fiscal year 1986, they
made an effort towell, they didreduce the dislocated worker
title III program, by over 50 percent, from $222 to $100 million In
1986, for fiscal year 1987, the Congress restored much of that cut.

So now they are coming back, wanting to add additional moneys,
claiming that the additional moneys will help defer people away
from welfare by making sure that dislocated workers, recipi-
ents, and youth AFDC recipients get the train. .g and education
they so desperately need. They say they would serve twice as many
people as they are serving now, but they are not recognizing the
fact that what they are doing is adding more than two times as
much money. The equivalent amount of money, put into the pro-
gram as 't exists, new, would de exactly the same job they want to
do by eliminating the program.

But that is another situation. My point is, basically, what I will
present in my testimony: the most important thing to a welfare re-
cipient is the dignity of not being a welfare recipient, of having a
job and providing for him or herself. Having grown up during the
depression, I can tell you from firsthand experience that there is
no dignity or pride in being a welfare recipient or taking any kind
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of a handout from anyone, including the Government. The way
people get off welfare is by becoming educated and trained, by
being able to provide for themselves.

As chairman of the Employment Opportunities Subcommittee, I
see welfare reform as really being a part of a larger effort to get
this country back into a world economic competitive position and
back towards full employment. The state of our economy is m Mi-
med by the health of our overall v, kforce, and those who are un-
employed or underutilized serve as a major drag on our national
productivity.

I must caution this subcommittee that, while it is popular right
now to jump on the bandwagon of welfare reform, we, as responsi-
ble lawmakers, must be clear about what we are trying to achieve
through these reform efforts. Is it the purpose of this legislation to
rapidly reduce our welfare roles, or is it to provide serious job
training in order to permanentlypermanentlyremove workers
from welfare dependency? This is a crucial point that requires
careful consideration. If we are concerned about long-term results,
then merely pushing welfare individuals off the roles only to have
them return within a short span of time would be a waste of our
time and money. However, if we want to make employment of wel-
fare dependents more permanent, then we must realize that a
fuller commitment of time, effort and money will be required to
bring about long-lasting returns on our investments.

While there are many quick-fix solutions being offered now that
would immediately remove recipients from welfare iolb3, and some
of these are in California, such superficial solutions do not yield
the long-term results of stable, long-term jobs. We must not react
reflexively to the political whims, but instead, work toward sound,
permanent solutions.

What are the foundations for such solutions? Well, I am current-
ly developing legislation of my own to address these concerns and
would welcome your assistance. The following is a quick list of
points, probably similar to your our own thoughts on this matter,
which I feel must be part of any legislative solution to our welfare
dependency.

First, we must really concern ourselves with the Federal will and
leadership in implementing welfare programs. We need a strong
commitment and strong dedication to seeing that the program
works.

We can all agree that those who are able to work should work.
We should make every effort to ensure they do so. We should real-
ize that those that aren't able to work need special assistance. Pol-
icymakers must be realistic about the very special problems pre-
sented by chronically dependent welfare recipients.

In my district, I know of several generations that have been wel-
fare recipients simply because they are accustomed to that way of
life, and have become used to it over a period of years. But by and
large, that is a very small percentage. The big percentage are
people who are there because, through no fault of their own, the
circumstances they are in create situations that make them wel-
fare dependents.

Lack of education and training is one of those problems, and I
think we need to provide as many training and education programs
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as possible, especially in the early grades, for these kids. A lot of
the people that end up on the welfare rolls are those that fall
behind in school, don't get a proper education, and can't even get a
proper job.

Mr. Waxman referred to welfare recipients being put to work at
low income jobs and losing a lot of the benefits of being a welfare
recipient. Well, many long-term welfare recipients are fully aware
of that and are not about to accept any training or education which
would take them off the welfare rolls. And they are not willing to
take any kind of a job to get them off of it because they would have
to give up too much.

But the second point that I would like to make concerns State
efforts. Those efforts must be coordinated in a manner to avoid du-
plication while doing something that is very importantlinking
economic policies and welfare policies.

While waste and overlap of program effort" and lack of coordina-
tion in centralized administration has caused a loss of funding effi-
ciency, little has been done in the States to link economic cte 'elop-
ment, revenue generation, and employment securityemployment
security especiallywith the welfare needs of the State programs.
While some States have made great strides, most States have not
given that key linkage the priority that needs to be applied to en-
hance budget survival.

The third point is that the Federal and `7,tate Governments must
create a greater incentive for these people to enter the job market
rather than to remain on the welfare rolls. All studies have shown
that successful welfare transition programs include the wage
amount of the job that they take; the need for child care in single-
parent homes; and the need to provide adequate health benefits,
which Mr. Waxman has referred to. After these welfare recipients
have begun new jobs, there is a transition period. If they have
proper training and education, they are going to have upward mo-
bility, and their salaries are going to increase to the point where
they no longer need to be dependent on the part of the welfare pro-
gram that provides health benefits, and would go off. But I think
there has to be some consideration there.

The second-to-last point I would like to make is that private in-
dustry must really play a major rule in assisting training and re-
medial actions. In some areas they are beginning to realize this.
While private industries really in themselves do not distinguish be-
tween a welfare recipient and an unskilled worker, their involve-
ment in the job training portion of a transition program is abso-
lutely crucial.

Not only does government lack the full resources to provide
these skills and support, but government lacks the knowledge of
the labor needs of private industry. A partnership begun in the Job
Training Partnership Act, involving State, private, and education
sectors, should be extended to the welfare program area to enhance
that transition into permanent employment.

The fifth and last point that I would like to make is that work
components in welfare programs must serve a meaningful purpose
and be linked to long-term job-related skills

A great deal of argument has occurred over whether AFDC job-
training components should involve voluntary or mandatory work
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requirements as a pre-condition of receiving benefits. Some impor-
tant ground rules must be applied in work-related policies: Job-re-
lated experience must be accompanied by long-term job-skill train-
ing and necessary remedial education, and job-enhancement assist-
ance.

As a corollary to this work-i elated activity, it makes sense that
those who are job-ready, such as some dislocated workers, should
not be put into work fare. It's true that State and local govern-
ments are short of Financial resources to maintain their infrastruc-
turestherefore those of us that believe in the workfare programs
should realize the Federal Government must take some role in
this.

These programs should be really directed toward maintaining
vital ir frastructures as an accompaniment to supplemental, long-
term skills training and enhancement programs

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify here
today, and suggest that, as we proceed with flie welfare reform
palkage, we take into cGnsideration those things that are necessary
to give people real pride and real integrity and provide them with
the ability to work for themselvesas the Bible said, if you give a
man a loaf A* bread today, you feed him today; but if you teach him
to bake bread or fish for himself, he'll feed himself the rest of his
life. Thank you.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ

Thank you for inviting me to testify today on the important
topic of welfare reform, which is now the focus of national
debate.

As the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Employment
Opportunities I see welfare reform as being part of a larger,
comprehensive effort to get this country back into a more
competitve position in the world economy, and back toward full
employment. The state of our economy is measured by the health
of our overall workforce and those who are unemployed or
underutilized serve as a major drag on national productivity.

I must caution the subcommittee that although it is popular
to jump on the bandwagon of welfare reform, we, as responsible
lawmakers, must be clear about what we are trying to achieve
through our efforts. Should we focus on short-term remedies
which would rapidly reduce the welfare rolls, or should we
provide serious job training in order to remove workers from
long-term welfare dependency? These are crucial points that
require careful consideration. If we merely push recipients off
the rolls only to have them return again within a short span of
time, we will be wasting both time and money. However, if we
want to develop permanent employment among those receiving
welfare, we must make the fuller commitment of time, effort, and
money which will be needed to turn welfare payments into human
capital investments. While there are many quick-fix solutions
which would immediately shrink the welfare rolls, these
superficial approacnes will not yield the long-term results of
stable employment.

We must not react reflexively to political winds, but instead
work toward sound, courageous, and permanent solutions. I'm
currently developing legislation of my own to address these
concerns and would welcome your assistance. What should form
the foundations of sound solutions? The following is a quick
list of points y'lich I feel must be a part of any legislative
solution to the problem of welfare dependency. These may be very
similar to your own thoughts on the matter:

1) There must be strong federal leadership in the implementation
of any welfare reform program. The welfare recipient needs a
basic framework of professional attitudes and skills, as well as
support mechanisms. Tf applied uniformly throughout the system,
these factors will greatly enhance the job marketability of
underpriveleged workers. The federal sector must provide
technical assistance and make a realistic comFITIWent of resources
for this to succeed. Otherwise, the costs to society will
continue to overshadow the cost of correcting curreilt programs.
We all agree that able-bodied recipients should work, and those
who can't should receive special assistance. Policy makers must
also be realistic about the special problems that
chronically-dependent welfare recipients face -- simply applying
cost-benefit analyses and regul business policies in these
cases may not necessarily resul in long-term employment.

2) State programs must link economic development with welfare
policies, and be coordinated in a manner that will avoid
duplication of efforts. More needs to be done among the states
to link economic development, revenue generation, and employment
security to the desired outcomes of state welfare programs. Some
states have made great strides in this regard, but most have not
given this key linkage top priority. Also, overlapping program
efforts and lack of administrative coordination wastes precious
resources.
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3) The federal and state governments must create greater
incentives for the welfare recipient to enter the job market.
Studies have shown that a successful welfare-to-work transiticn
depends on these key ingredients: an appropriate wage rate in
jobs available to welfare clients; child care and adequate health
benefits for welfare families after the parent(s) begin
employment; and support stipends during transition training
periods.

4) Private industry must play a major role in assisting training
and remedial education efforts. Even though private industry
dons not distinguish between a welfare recipient and an unskilled
worker, their involvement in the job training lortion of
transition programs is absolutely crucial. The government lacks
adequate resources to provide comprehensive skills training, and
also lacks specific knowledge of private industry's labor needs.
In the Job Training Partnership Act a system of cooperation
between state and federal governments, the private sector, and
the education community was developed. This cooperative model
should be extended into the welfare program area in order to help
the welfare recipient make a successful transition into permanent
employment.

5) Work components in welfare programs must serve a meaningful
purpose and be linked to long-term lob-related skills. A great
deal of argument has occurred over whether AFDC job training
components should involve mandatory work requirements as a
precondition to receiving benefits. Some important ground rules
must be applied in work-related policies: job related experience
must include the job skills training, remedial education, and job
enhancement assistance which is needed to develop long-term
employability. It also makes sense that those who are the most
job-ready should not be put into mandatory work activities. It
is true that state and local governments are short of the
financial resources they need to repair and maintain their
infrastructures. Therefore, where "workfare" programs are
required, they should be directed toward these maintanence
activities, and be accompanied by supplemental long-term training
and skill enhancement programs.

I thank the subommittee for the opportunitiy to present these
summarized views of what are, in my opinion, the necessary
components of welfare reform.
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Chairman FORD. Mr. Martinez, thank you very much.
Let me make one comment, and ask you to respond now or later

to the subcommittee. There has been a lot of talk that a majority of
the welfare recipients do not want to work, or that the welfare
system itself might be to blame for many of the problems. Some
refer to it as being a dead-end.

About two-thirds of the recipients are children. There is a core
group of recipients who are the ones that will be very difficult to
place into the work force. You make mention of long-term depend-
ency from one generation to another.

How do we address that core group? You suggest we make work
more attractive than welfare.

We know education and training are major components, but how
do we break that cycle for those who are trapped? All of the trends
and all of the information that we have received in the past 18
months would lead us to believe that the hard-core group certainly
would like to come off the welfare rolls.

But it's difficult for a mother of three, who might have dropped
out of high school at the 9th or 10th grade who, could very well
have had multiple pregnancies before the age of 20, and now is
trapped into that cycle with no meaningful sklils, to move into the
work force. It would be very difficult to accept a minimum wage
job at McDonald's with no health care benefits. It's very difficult to
break that cycle.

You have talked about this in your testimony today. But I think
we have to give special attention to make sure that we do not
breed one generation to another who are dependent on welfare.
Work, education, and training opportunities are key elements that
we feel we will have to be wt of a welfare reform package.

Those are the areas in which I see this committee and other com-
mittees really needing input from our colleagues and others
throughout this Nation. How can we best design a program that
will address these issues for the core group? Oftentimes we find
that the core group would like for that cycle to be broken.

Over half of the welfare recipients leave the program in the first
2 years, and half of those recipients leave within the first year.

So we would certainly like to explore this with you and other
members of this House.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I think that the key word is incentive. People get
trapped in, and then we tell them, well, you can go to work for the
recreation department cleaning up the parks and the playgrounds
at minimum wage; and lose your health benefits.

In the case of a single mother who has two or three children and
is not offered any child care, or child care has to come out of what
she earns through minimum wage, there is no incentive for her to
leave the rolls, none at all.

The other thing has to do with individual pride. People feel they
are being abused by the system. We tell them, "You are not going
to get any welfare if you do not go to work, even though you may
be unable to." We do not tell them we are going to supply a chance
to get educated or trained in a skilled job, so you can have pride in
that job and go home and brag to your friends and family. The
kind of job you do, and what is involved in that job, makes you feel
like you have a proper place in society. Without that, they are
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going to get back into that shell, and just get by the best they can
with what they've got.

A lot of them, when they are approached about this, will act
with a certain bravado that's really created because they do not
want to be treated badly, and they do not v:ant people to feel that
they are just doormats, or that we shouldn't have any consider-
ation for them.

So it goes ba^k to a basic thing with almost any human being.
You show a person they can accomplish something, you show a
person they can achieve, you show them how, and you lead them
by the hand, if necessary, to begin with. It's like you do with little
children when you teach them to walk and talk and all the other
things. You do a lot of leading, a lot of encouraging, and a lot of
prompting. You try to mold that child.

A lot of these people are not children, but they are in the same
state of mind one is in when everybody looks down on them. Every-
body calls them leeches on society, the dregs of society.

When they try to find living accommodations, a home, a place to
live, that landlord can't find out they are welfare recipientsthey
have to sneak in, you know. They cannot just walk up and say,
"I'm a welfare recipient and I want to rent this home." They've got
to sneak in, and once the landlord finds out, they work like heck to
get rid of them.

So there's a certain amount ofeven in their mindsshame con-
nected with it, but they have no alternative. What's the alterr i-
tive? They do not have any skills, and they do not have much edu-
cation in many cases.

There may be rare situations where someone with a lot of educa-
tion and a lot of ability is on welfare, simply because he wants to
be there. We have to develop a way to do something about ti em, to
force them off the welfare rolls, force them off. But that's not the
general rule.

The general rule is that most people on welfare do not want to
be there, but they do not know how to get off, and they need help
to get off. And when you're trying to get then off, you cannot say,
look, we'll give you a minimum wage job and expect you to handle
all of this responsibility, and leave nothing for you to live any kind of
a life with. You could live a better life if you were still receiving that
welfare. And you can receive the benefits of health care and all the
other things. Why would you give it up? Why would you go off?

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Bates, of California. We are appreciative

that you are here with us. I'm sorry that your colleague on this
committee, Mr. Matsui, is not here. He wanted to be here. But we
are delighted to have you before the committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM BATES, A REP:::ESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. BATES. Congressman Matsui has visited San Diego and our
workfare program that I authored there in San Diego. As the
author of that program, I'm particularly pleased to have an oppor-
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tunity to share some views with the subcommittee, and I commend
you for holding these hearings.

I think it's important that we lay the groundwork before any leg-
islation on comprehensive reform of our Nation's welfare system.

In your hearings I'm sure you've heard many views and many
values in terms of what welfare reform is or means to them, but I
think we can simplify the debate really, on welfare reform, to two
categories: those who can work but lack skills, or cannot find work;
and those who cannot work because of age or disability or other
reasons. At this time I'd like to focus on welfare reform for the
first group, those who can work.

Based on the success of the San Diego program, I believe that
workfare for these who can work is the direction we should take. It
meets the requirements of genuine reform, which is cost savings as
well as breaking the cycle of welfare dependency. The San Diego
workfare program became a model for the State's widely publicized
program, Greater Avenues for Independence in the State of Calif,r-
nia. That, I think, can be a model for the Nation, and why I think
its applicability is so appropriate is that San Diego wa:3 the first
urban county that engaged in a successful workfare program.

In San Diego the emphasis is on getting people into the work-
force quickly and permanently, not creating meaningless make-
work projects. It provides an entrance into the labor market, rein-
forces the work ethic, and deters welfare fraud and abuse. I can
testify first-hand that this program is a solution to the welfare
problems in our country.

San Diego applied the workfare concept to three welfare pro-
grams: the general relief program funded by the county; fowl
stamps and aid to families with dependent children, and workfare
for general relief, which has been in effect since 1977. The other
two were federally funded and approved demonstration projects.

Let me just briefly describe the workfare program in San Diego.
The first step is a one-day job placement, in which applicants are

interviewed and referred to jobs before aid is even granted. Five
percent find jobs this way and avoid even going on welfare initial-l.

Those who do not find a job on the first day participate in a 3-
week job search assistance workshop. Here they learn the practice
of job-search techniques such as how to conduct themselves in an
interview, how to write resume, how to use the ads or job-referral
programs. et cetera. Forty percent of all participants becorre em-
ployed at this phase, the second phase.

The next stage for those who are not yet employed is a work -for-
benefits assignment to a public or private nonprofit work site, for
up to 3 months of work experience. Roughly 60 percent find jobs at
this stage, and those who do not, are referred to training programs
to learn marketable job skills.

Workfare works in San Diego because it helps to find jobs quick-
ly and gives work experience and training to the others. A study by
Manpower Demonstration Research Corp. on the San Diego AFDC
work fare demonstration project showed that 9 months after apply-
ing for welfare, all but 9 percent of the employable recipients of
AFDC had left welfare, become employed, met the program's re-
quirements or were deregistered from the program.
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Substantial increases in employment and earnings were sus-
tained over a period of time. The benefits to the taxpayer were
$2.47 for every dollar spent on the program.

I intend to introduce similar .e.gislation which will incorporate
San Diego's brand of work fare into the two federal welfare pro-
gramsfood stamps and AFDC. While this is not the time to go
into that, I would like to emphasize that because the savings in fed-
eral programs will go to the Federal Government, State and local
governments should be reimbursed for their administrative costs.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that there are those who are able-
bodied, who should work in return for their benefits and workfare
should emphasize getting people into the permane.it work force
and off the weifare rolls.

I might add I did not believe that in a zompetitive free enterprise
society that the private sector can expand enoue jr would employ,
really, the hard-core unemployable. I think it is imperative the gov-
ernment be the employer of last resort. I think this lays the foun-
dation for that type of program.

Workfare is an added attraction acting as a deterrent for some
welfare abuse. I do not think that is the thrust of the program.

Workfare in San Diego has allowed us to concentrate those re-
sources, then, that we have on the truly needy. I think we can
apply this nationwide.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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WORKFARE: A SOLUTION TO WELFARE

STATEMENT OF
CONGRESSMAN JIM BATES

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

February 19, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Jim Bates, and I represent
the 44th District in San Diego. As the avthor of San Diego's
successful workfare program, I as pleased to appear before the
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensationto share my ideas on welfare reform. I commend you for holding
this series of hearings. It is important that we lay the
groundwork with a full discussion of this issue before we begin
comprehensive reform of our nation's welfare system.

As you have noted before, Mr. Chairman, welfare reform meansmany things to any people. I believe we can simplify the debate
somewhat if we divide welfare recipients into two categories:
those who can work but lack skills or cannot find a job: and
those who cannot work because of age, disability or some other
reason. At this time I would like to focus on welfare reform forthe first group: those who can work.

Basso on the success of the San niego program, I believe
that workfare for those who can work is the direction we should
take. It meets the two requirements for genuine welfare reform --
reducing the cost of welfare and breaking the cycle of welfare
dependency. The San Diego workfare program became the :model for
the widely publicized GAIN, or Greater Avenues for Independence,in the state of California. I !naive that San Diego's brand of
workfare can be adapted for the nation as a whole.

Workfare in San Diego places en emphasis on getting people
into the work force permanently, not creating r aningless make-work jobs. It provides an entrance to the labor market,
reinforces the work ethic and deters welfare fraud and abuse. As
the author of this program, I can testify firsthand to the
success of workfare as a solution to our welfare problem.

San Diego has applied the workfare concept to three welfareprograms: the General Relief Program funded by the county, Food
Stamps, and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).
Workfare for General Relief has been in effect since 1977; theother two were federally-approved demonstration projects.

Let a' take a few moments to describe workfare in San Diego.
The first step is a one-day Job Placement, in which applicants
are inteviewed and referred to jobs before aid is even granted.
F:ve percent find jobs in this way and avoid the need to go onwelfare at all.

Those who do not find a job on the first day must
participate in a three-week Job Search Assistance Workshop. Here
they learn and practice job search techniques such as how to
conduct themselves in an interview. Forty percent of the
participants become aaployed at this phase.

The next stage for those who ire not yet employed is work
For Benefits assignment to a public or private non-profit
worksite for up to three months of work experience. Roughly 408find jobs at this phase. Thom who don't are referred to
training programs to learn marketable job skills.

Workfare works in San Diego because it helps the employable
find jobs quickly and gives valuable work experience and training
to the rest. A study by Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation on the San Diego AFDC workfare demonstration project
showed that nine months after applying for welfare, all but 9% of
the employable recipients of AFDC had loft welfare, become
employed, net the program's requirements or were deregistered
from the program. Substantial increases in employment and
earnings were sustained over time. The benefits to the taxpayers
were 82.47 for every $1.00 spent on the program.
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I will introduce legislation which will incorporate San
Diego's brand of workfare into two federal welfare programs:
Food Stamps and AFDC. While this is not the time to go into
details, I would like to emphasize that because the savings in
federal programs will go to the federal government, state and
local governments should be reimbursed for administrative costs.

Mr. chairman, I believe tLat those who are able-bodied
rhould work in reutrn for their benefits. Workfare should
emphasise getting people into the permanent wars force and off
the welfare rolls. And workfare has the added attraction of
acting as a strong deterrent tc welfare abuse. Workfare in San
Diego hcs allowed us to concentrate our resources on the truly
needy. It will do the same nationwid4.

This is my vision of welfare reform, and I appreciate the
opportunity to outline it for you.
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Mr. ANDREWS [presiding]. Jim, I want to thank you for your testi-
mony. Certainly, the program in San Diego has been a model that
many cities have tried to copy. My city, Houston, in particular,
with some successes but with also many failures, has tried to do
similar programs. It has not come close to the successes that San
Diego has had.

Let me ask you just to comment, in general, on the kind of job
bank that is necessary fr.= the private sector to be made available
to the government placement services. The first day seems like a
pretty, critical day in your program because it sort of sets the tone
for each individual as to what they are going to be doing the next 3
weeks if they do not go to work.

Give me your thoughts about cost, about private sector involve-
ment and cooperation, what kind of feedback did you get from the
private sector community?

Mr. BATES. My own personal experience was that we started with
food stamps, which is the worst place to start because the grant is
so small that the administrative costs reallyyou have a hard time
offsetting the amount of work and the administrative costs. It is
about a wash, but it is very difficult.

I think as you pull these programs together and then tie in your
job referral and your state employment referral programs and all
that, it begins to make more sense, in terms of your direct over-
head costs and the benefits from whatever work that may be
achieved in th3 program.

I would say essentially it is a lot of resistance in the system to
workfare people who are trained in social

Mr. ANDREWS. Resistance from whom?
Mr. BATES. By those who implement the program. I think any-

time you are trying to do something and the people who are run-
ning the program do not believe in it, there is a failureand I do
not know what your problems were in Houston, but I know in San
Diego after three attempts to get the Republicans on the board of
supervisors to join me and they finally did after the public, so
strong in their support, that they finally decided to give it a try
the director of the department came to me and said, "Well, you
have got a news story out of it. Let's drop it now. We really do not
want to do this."

Thei _i was not a real commitment to get into it. Then people
working on the program who said, "This is demeaning," or "Why
should we make them work?" There is a lot of resistance by those
who would operate the program.

So I think you would encounter the same in any welfare reform
program at the Federal level because ultimately it is administered
at the local level through the State.

Mr. ANDREWS. What about costs?
Mr. BATES. Well, the biggest cost is in identifying the worker

with the j:111 that is comparable to their job skills. I might add that
the people that I encountered in the programmany were highly
skilled.

It is not a question of having a large pool of unskilled, hard-core
unemployed, though that is a large part of the program. But there
are many people who, for various reasons at that time in their life,
were having a hard time.
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Mr. ANDREWS. What percentage, would you say of the applicants,
had some skills?

Mr. BATES. I would say 10, 20 percent were highly skilledhad
master's degrees; we had a lawyer that worked in my office: jour-
nalists; scientists I would 'ay twenty percent are significantly

Mr. ANDREWS. And some parts of the country where there really
has been an economic depression rapidly like the Farm Belt, some
of the energy-producing States, that would surely be the case. The
applicants would be hillhly skilled people.

Mr. BATES. I thin' even higher in San Diego because I think
if your area is it comic recession or some down side of the
economy, if you a. _ ,.mg for work and you are in the position to
move, you would just as soon be unemployed in the sun than in the
snow. So I think San Diego draws a lot of people, perhaps, that
maybe other areas would notthe whole Sun Belt.

But the costs are the key to the program, and I think when we
first started with food s:;wrips alone before we got the program big
enough, the cost-benefit ratio was just not there. It was costing
more administratively to locate the job and maintain the followup
and try and ma:,th the skills than the benefits of the program.

But as it grows and as you pull together the State and local pro-
grams and get larger pools and more sophistication, and it begins
to come together.

The jobs in the private sector are virtually untapped, I think.
Most of the jobsites for the San Diego model were in government
with, say, human social service delivery systems of, say, clinics or
counseling programs or things of that nature, having to do with
government-funded social services.

Mr. ANDREWS. We had a meeting over the noon hour with the
Speaker about the whole idea of welfare reform. I guess the ques-
tion that all of us sort of discussed was: Can you do something sig-
nificant in this Congress that is revenue-neutral? Is it advisable to
even try to have a revenue-neutral bill? And if you have done that
and it is revenue-neutral, what do jou have? Are we going to get in
a position where we are literally just moving money around, taking
it from a program that may or may not be beneficial and not
ending up with real reform?

What would be your thoughts about it?
Mr. BATES. Well, the biggest disappointmentand I can remem-

ber in my freshman year in Congress was when we had the 1981

recession as result of Reaganomics and we took $10 billion and
we put $4.5 biii:qn into public employment and sort of quick-fix
public works projects that were on the shelf, which later the GAO
said it did not really work.

Then we took $5.5 billion and added it to unemployment insur-
ance for auto workers that would never go back to those jobs that
had been unemployed for 3 years.

So I think if you are going to get into welfare reform, that there
is a link with unemployment compensation. The individual train-
ing alcounts that, I think, Congressman Durbin and former Sena-
tor Gary Hart were pushing, that really deals with the job transi-
tion and job training, and your unemployment, and try to pull
those together because we aro putting a lot of money in a number

2r5



200

of areas that do not have the stigma of, quote, welfare, but are cost-
ing us money and are nonproductive.

I think if you tie those together, you can reform the model, so to
speak, without adding a lot of dollars. I think in the end we have to
deal with the hard-core unemployed, that I think our falling
through the cracks even of our welfare system, because while a lot
of people think there is a lot of abuse in the system, part of the
homelesspart can be attributed to the fact that the social service
delivery system needs to be reformed, that the dual diagnosis or
the multiple problem is not being dealt with in all these special
categories of programs that want to show that they cured or han-
dled the problem. That is sort of a single diagnosis.

But where you have, say, general reliefand California is pretty
tough on general relief; and in San Diego, I think, it was raised
from $120 a month to $135 a monthbut, say, you have a young
single adult who cannot find work who is on general relief. That
only lasts so long and then they are off.

When they go off general relief, cannot find a job, cannot qualify
for AFDC or something like that, then they are back on the streets,
they are hard-core unemployed, they are on the streetsthey, I
think, add to the homeless population.

Those are the kinds of people that I think government should
guarantee a job or find a job.

Mr. ANDREWS. That is part of the issue, isn't it? If we do not
spend enough to ensure that that person were to get some mean-
ingful work, we have really misspent the dollars that we did put
into the program.

Mr. BATES. Right. That is why if you couple it with work fare
with the assistance but perhaps deal with broadening the require-
ments or qualifications and not having such a short termbut, zee,
general relief is county funded. And the counties tend to be a little
stricter with the funds and the requirements than the federal pro-
gram.

But I think you need to tie those together because I do think that
general relief at the county level is the bigger problem. And if we
are going to be funding it with homeless funds and unemployment
insurance in other ways, if we can pull this together, I think we
would have a better program. But with the work ethic and the
work fare concept, as sort of the anchor.

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much for your testimony.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Bates.
The Chair would like to call Mr. Lehman of California. We are

delighted to have you before the committee. I look forward to your
testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. MAJOR R. OWENS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, before he speaks, could I ask for
unanimous consent to just submit my written statement?

Chairman FORD. I am sorry we could not accommodate you on
time, Mr. Owens. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you very much.
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[The statement of Mr. Owens follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. MAJOR R. OWENS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK, AND CHAIRMAN, SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, COM-
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Thank you, Chairman Ford and the members of the Subcommittee, for the oppor-
tunity to testify here today on welfare reform.

Welfare and welfare reform are complex public policy issues, but the 100th Con-
gress of the United States must remember that the major goal of our efforts is to
solve the uneerlying problems of poverty, hunger, malnutrition, inadequate health
care, and chronic unemploymentnot just to rationalize and streamline our system
of service delivery. We must approach these problems innovatively and devise more
effective programs to solve them. Hunger an poverty are growing all over the
United States, and our welfare programs have not grown and changed to meet the
new challenges.

The number of people in poverty has increased. Nearly thirty-four million Ameri-
cans live in poverty todayone out of every seven Americans live in poverty. There
are 3.8 million more people living in poverty in this country than there were six
years ago. Most affected are the children. One out of five American children live in
poverty. More than two-thirds of welfare recipients and half of food stamp recipients
are children.

The delivery of services to poor people has not kept pace. The number of poor
Americans increased 21 percent from 1980 to 1985, but the definition of "truly
needy" has been so manipulated, the Food Stamp program has been so limited, that
the number of Food Stamp recipients has increased by only one percent. And
twenty-five million fewer children receive subeidized school lunches today than in
1980.

It seems as though the safety net is becoming more holes than net. In 38 states
and the District of Columbia, the combined value of welfare and food stamp benefits
does not enable a recipient to live at even 75 percent of the poverty line. The
number of employed Americans of prime working age (22 to 64) whose job income
does not even enable them to live above the poverty line has increased by 60 per-
cent since 1978.

And inequalities in the political and economic system make the percentage of
blacks and other minorities in poverty much higher than the percentage of other
Americans. The poverty rate of blacks is 33.8 percent, about three times that of
whites. Half of all black American children under the age of six, and two out of five
Hispanic children, live in poverty. We know that the great majority of poor people
are whitein 1984, 23 million of the 34 million people in poverty were white. And
the number of whites falling into poverty is actually growing faster than the
number of blacks.

But blacks make up over half of the long-term poor, of those who are poor for
several years in a row. And the unempolyment rate among blacks remains much
higher than that of whites. In 1985, the unemployment rate of black adults was
more than two and a half times higher than that of white adults, 14.9 percent as
compared with 5.6 percent. In 1984, nearly half of the black men aged 16 to 24 had
no work experience at all.

There is one bright spot in this generally bleak picture. That is that this is a re-
markably auspicious time for reforming and improving our federal welfare system.
People representing a broad spectrum of political opinion can agree on several ideas
for reform. Chairman Ford ably stated several of these ideas in his testimony before
the Senate Committee on Finance on January 23rd of this year.

There is no need to repeat these ideas here, but I do want to stress the last of his
nine points: "We can't expect to eliminate welfare dependency overnight." Welfare
reform is not a magic wand; waving these reforms in front of poverty will not make
it disappear. Many new ideas, many reforms, can each bring marginal improvement
to the plight of the poor in America. But these reforms do not promise a dramatic
short-term change, and wo. cannot allow their success to be measured by expecta-
tions that are too great. No local or federal administration that is unsympathetic to
welfare and to its recipients should be allowed to claim that welfare programs are
failures because they fail to meet unrealistic goals.

Before we reform our welfare system, we must dispel several false impressions
about those on welfare that are so widespread not only among the public, but also
among elected officials and those who administer welfare programs. I commend to
the members of this committee the informative article "The Eight Myths of Pover-
ty," published in the May 1986 issue of American Demographics, by William O'Hare
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of the Joint Center for Political Studies. O'Hare briefly give 3 the faztual evidence to
contradict seven of these myths, and I shall summarize his point-, here:

(1) People are not poor because they refuse to work. "Most of the able-bodied poor
of working age were working or looking for work in 1984."

(2) Poor people do not just live on government welfare. "Only about one third of
poor families received public assistance payments in 1984, and about 40 percent of
poor households did not receive any major means-tested noncash benefits such as
fend stamps, free or reduced-price school lurches, public housing, or Medicaid."

(3) Most poor people do not live in female-h3aded households "In 1984, 11.8 mil-
lion poor families lived in female-headed fe lilies, but 14.6 million lived in married-
couple or male-headed Families."

(4) Most poor people are not black and mist black people are not poor. "Most poor
Americans are white, not black. . . . About one third of all blacks are poor, but two
thirds are not."

(5) Most people in poverty do not live in inner-city ghettos. "The 1 million peoi
people living in what the Census Bureau calls 'poverty areas' of central cities consti-
tute only 14 percent of the poor."

(6) Welfare payments are not a major factor in our growing national budget defi-
cit. "The chief government cash assistance program for the poor is AFDC, which
cost only about $8 billion in fiscal year 1984. This amounted to 7 percent of the
amount the U.S. government spends on interest for the national debt ($111 billion),
only 5 percent of the amount spent on Social Security, and less than 4 percent of
the amount spent on defense ($227 billion). Most of the government outlays for
social programs go to the elderly and middle class."

(7) The poor need not always be with us. "Evidence shows that we actually can
reduce poverty in America. The poverty :ate dropped from an estimated 30 percent
in 1950 to about 11 percent in 1973. . . . Nor is poverty necessarily a permanent
condition. Recent evidence suggests that most poor people are temporarily poor
rather than permanently poor.'

But O'Hare substantiates one widespred belief about poverty, one which he shows
is not a myth:

(8) The rich get richer and the poor get poorer. "As the number of people in pov-
erty grew from 25 million in 1978 to 34 million in 1984, the share of families with
incomes of $35,000 or more (in constant 1984 dollars) grew from 29 percent to 34
percent of all families."

We are now engaged in rethinking and redirecting our federal welfare programs.
As we do so, I want to suggest five principles which are important to me:

First, welfare should not be punitive. People are not bad, irresponsible, or lazy
because they are poor or out of work. Welfare should not be system in which people
are blamed for their poverty. Welfare should not be a method by which people are
disciplined or forced to work. "Workfare" can be a useful approach to welfare, but
not if it is based on the assumption that the reason people are poor is that they
don't want to work.

Second, the cornerstone of our welfare reform effort should be job opportunities,
job counseling, job training, job education, job placement, and supportive services
for people entering the work force. As we move toward a welfare system that is
based upon the value of work, we must ensure that the work provided by that
system is meaningful work. Workfare must not be make-work. Neither can we allow
it to degenerate into a method by which governments replace their unionized, well-
paid workers with minimum-wage workfare recipients.

Third, we should devise programs which promote the unity of families rather
than their breakup and division. Children and mothers should not be threatened
with the loss of welfare benefits if they live with the father of the family. Welfare
assistance should assist in, not hinder, building stable, intact families.

Fourth, we should seek to provide welfare with dignity to those in need Just as
the work in workfare should be meaningful, jest as job training should be aimed
toward real job opportunities, just as welfare asaistance should be family assistance,
receiving welfare should be a dignified experience in which the dignity of the recipi-
ent is respected. We must demonstrate by the design and rules and administration
of our welfare programs that we respect our fellow Americans even if they are poor,
unemployed, or unfortunate.

Fifth, the eventual goal of our welfare system should be to ensure that everyone
in the United States, working or non-working poor, will be raised above the level of
poverty. Welfare should be aimed at eliminating poverty, not the poor.

In light of these principles, I propose that one major step we could take in reform-
ing our welfare system would be to set up a series of one hundred demonstration
projects around the nation, in cities, towns, suburbs, and rural areas. These demon-
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stration projects would be job and family centered. They would include serious at-
tempts to train, counsel, and place the employable poor in meaningful jobs, and
they would at the same time involve every family member in supportive services
designed to make that employment desirable for the family Within these demon-
stration projects, health services, housing, and child care would not be denied as
soon as the working welfare recipient achieved the lower rung on the job ladder.
Success would be encouraged, not bought at a price dear to family stability and se-
curity.

This is not a new idea. Several state and local governments are already running
projects which might fit these guidelines. We can and should give these projects rec-
ognition, reward them with our support, and build upon them.

I commend this Subcommittee for its important work; I look forward to the re-
sults of your deliberations; and I would be happy to discuss this subject further with
you now or at any future time.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD H. LEHMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. LEHMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
cormittee.

I want to, first, applaud the subcommittee, under your leader-
ship, for actively pursuing comprehensive and meaningful welfare
reform.

My purpose in testifying today is first, to inform the Subcommit-
tee of what I view as a serious flaw in our aid to families with de-
pendent children unemployed parent program. And second, to sum-
marize legislation which I have introduced which addresses this
weak linklegislation which I hope you will include in your prod-
uct.

The AFDC-U program currently operates in 23 States, the Dis-
trict PC Columbia, and Guam. As you well know, it is very possible
that program will be mandated in all States. I commend your
efforts, Mr. Chairman, in this regard and hope that we are success-
ful in enacting initiative into law.

Under the unemployed parent program, unemployment is
defined as "not working, or working less than 100 hours per
month." This 100-hour rule is, in my view, the weak link in the un-
employed parent program.

To illustrate this serious flaw in the program, I will briefly pro-
vide the subcommittee with an example. As of September 1984, the
average AFDC-UP payment per family was $479 per month.
Simple math tells us that the primary wage earner would have to
work 140 hours at the current national minimum wage in order to
match this average grant payment. The Federal Government, how-
ever, takes away all benefits as soon as he works just 100 hours. It
is my view that this 100-hour work rule results in a clear disincen-
tive to find employment. At worst, it discourages the wage earner
from accepting any job offers. At best, it results in the wage earner
limiting his or her work to less than 100 hours in order to protect
vital benefits.

In my State of California, the maximum AFDC grant that a two-
parent household with three children may receive is $753 per
month. If the primary wage earner goes to work earning $3.35 per
hour and works full time, 40 hours a week, his gross earnings will
be ;580 per month. This is $173 less than his AFDC grant. In
effect, if the fati,er takes a minimum-wage, full-time job, he takes
$173 away from his wife and children.
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The work disincentive caused by the implementation of the 100 -
hour rule has resulted in an AFDC-UP program filled with poten-
tial workers who have been put in the unforgivable position of
having to refuse work in order to meet the financial needs of the
family.

Implementation of the "Greater Avenues for Independence" wel-
fare reform program by the State of California has served to high-
light the inequities of this rule. Fresno County, which I represent,
was the first county in California to implement this innovative pro-
gram. GAIN, as it is known, is aimed at providing education and
job training as well as placement services to welfare recipients. It
will ultimately be implemented on a statewide basis. While Fresno
County is pleased with the success of the GAIN program to date,
their optimism is tempered by the existence of the 100-hour rule.
The GAIN program has carefully implemented many education
and job training programs in order to adequately equip the AFDC
recipients with the skills for long-term employment and eventual
self-sufficiency. At the conclusion of these training and education
programs, however, the recipient is still allowed to turn down em-
ployment if the job offered will provide less income than is current-
ly provided by the AFDC-U grant. For many AFDC recipients, this
job rejection is the only prudent financial option they have.

With the employment needs of welfare recipients finally being
recognized by the GAIN program and others like it, it is essential
that we complete the process by enabling the unemployed to accept
the jobs for which then are being prepared without this dead-end
option.

Meaningful education and training programs aimed at placing
current welfare recipients in the job market will cost money. When
substantial resources are invested, States and localities have to be
given the tools and flexibility needed to finish the job. Current Fed-
eral regulations hamstring these efforts.

It is now time, Mr. Chairman, to eliminate this flaw in the AFDC
program. The legislation I have pending before your subcommittee
is a simple proposal that will do just that. The objectives of H.R. 795
are threefold:

No. 1, an increase in the number of program recipients who will
be linked to the job market.

Second, a reduction in the total amount of Federal, State, and
county tax dollars spent on the AFDC-UP program by moving
beneficiaries into the workforce.

Third and most important, I believe, a chance to break the cycle
of welfare dependency passed on from generation to generation.

This bill would allow demonstration projects to be set up wherein
this 100-hour rule would be waived for a 3-year period. Under the
demonstration program, the AFDC-UP family would remain eligi-
ble for AFDC benefits, even if the wage earner worked over 100
hours per month.

The AFDC grant amount, however, would be reduced by the net
amount of such earnings. The aid would continue until these earn-
ings met the state standards of need or equaled the amount of
their AFDC grant.

I believe the time has come to test the waters on new approaches
to reducing welfare dependency. This proposal does not propose
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any broad, sweeping changes, but rather a chance to test on a very
small scale a well thought-out proposal, a proposal that should
allow recipients to do simply what they wish to do, which is work.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this idea deserves a chance and I hope
that you and your colleagues on the subcommittee will incorporate
H.R. 795 as part of your legislative initiative on welfare reform.

I would interject here one other thing, Mr. Chairman, and that is
that this problem is most severe in areas that have a huge influx of
refugees. My districtand I will give the numbers in two counties:
In San Joaquin County I have 25,000 recently arrived Southeast
Asian refugees; in Fresno County I have 32,000. Eighty-five percent
of those are receiving aid under the AFDC program.

These are people who come here with a strong work ethic but
now are forced into that program and cannot go out and get jobs
because they would be cheating their families if they did. I think
this is a tragedy, and we are going to end up with second and third
generation welfare recipients among these people unless we do
something to break that.

I think allowing them to work more than 100 hours and not lose
all of their benefits would be just the thing that would allow them
to do what they wanted to do in the first place, which is go to
work.

I thank you for the opportunity to bring this to your attention.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Lehman. I must add

that I expect that the changes in the law that you have proposed
will be a part of the bill. It is already a part of the bill that we are
drafting on the welfare reform.

The unemployed parent piece that we have been concerned about
would, L. addition mandate AFDC-UP for those States that have
not opted into the program. But the language in your bill has al-
ready been included in the bill that I will introduce in the next
couple of weeks in the House.

Mr. LEHMAN. I really appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I think
you are on the right track. I think if we can get these demonstra-
tion projects going and if they work out, which I believe they will
this could be an important step to getting people off this dependen-
cy.

Chairman FORD. Feel free to communicate with us on this sub-
committee in the coming weeks. We know that we are going to
have to call upon our colleagues in the House to help us. It is not
going to be an easy task to draft a bill, mark it up, report it out of
the full committee and bring it to the House floor.

Hopefully, we can come up with one that will address many of
the ills of the welfare system and those who live below the poverty
thresholds.

Mr. LEHMAN. Well, I will do all I can. Your leadership is most
appreciated.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Lehman.
Mr. Morrison, the Chair will call on you. We want to thank you

for being so patient. Sorry that we have delayed you. I know that
much time has passed and we have been long-winded on this sub-
committee, but we want to thank you very much for your time and
for appearing before the subcommittee. We look forward to your
testimony.
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STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE A. MORRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Mr. MORRISON. It is a pleasure to be here. I have certainly
learned a great deal from the testimony of my colleagues. It cer-
tainly was well worth my effort to be here.

First let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I read with interest your
statement of January 23 and want to commend you for it I think it
is a realistic statement of the problems that we face and some of
the priorities that have to be reflected in any welfare reform pro-
gram. I hope that you will be able to achieve many of the objec-
tives that you set forth there.

Let me just say, also, as an introductory matter, that before
being elected to Congress, I spent 10 years as a legal services
lawyer. Much of that time, in various ways, I represented recipi-
ents of welfare programs particularly of AFDC, but also of the full
range of welfare programs that exist on the Federal and State
level.

With that backgroun.i and that experience, I hope I have some-
thing to contribute to the process. But I also confront the process
with some fears about how this is all going to play out and where
we are going to actually end up.

The process of reforming the welfare system in any comprehen-
sive way, it seems to me, is very difficult one. It is an especially
difficult one in the age of Ronald Reagan, and in the age of $200
billion budget deficits. Because I doubt that we can really do the
kind of comprehensive jth that ought to be done and that we might
be able to agree on as the ideal, given the constraints that we face
this year, both economic and political.

I would hope that however we approach this issuf), we take ac-
count of those realities and do not use up all of the energy that has
been generated for welfare reform in this efforc unless we are so
lucky as to have the opportunity to do something really compre-
hensive.

I would expect we are going to have somewhat limited goals. In
limiting those goals, we ought to be very upfront about the fact
that we are doing so and not allow what we do to be oil that will
be done in the area of welfare reform for 5 years or 10 years. It
would be very unfortunate if that were the end result of this proc-
ess.

I think we also need to be careful not to feed the myths about
welfare in the way that we go about thisand there are an awful
lot of myths about welfare. I think one of the greatest myths is
that people on welfare want to be there. The consequence of that
myth is that somehow we hold the welfare recipients responsible
for the welfare system.

I do not know who exactly to hold responsible for the system we
have got, but I know for sure who we should not hold responsible:
the people on welfare, they are not the most politically powerful
people in the country. They are among the least powerful. The
system that we have constructed is one that was imposed upon
them, and I think it is important not to blame them. Yet although
they are victims of the system, they do get blamed in this debate
quite frequently.
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The other myths relate to the discussion about the so-called hard
core of welfare recipients, the people who are on the program for a
long time, who are consumers of a lot of the dollars spent on the
welfare system.

In number terms, most of the people on welfare are not life-time
welfare recipients or long-term welfare recipients. They come on to
the program and they go off. In large measure, there is probably
very little we can do to change that by welfare reform. These situa-
tions are caused by macroeconomic problems as much as anything
else, unemployment rates and what jobs are available out there
and trade and all the other economic dislocations that we have.

We should recognize that most of the people on welfare are not
the long-term dependent generation on generation. We should not
focus our efforts on welfare recipients across-the-board; rather we
ought to pick our targets to sh ark on the things that are really the
most troubling.

Finally, on the issue of myths and attitudes, we should do our
very best to try to shift the welfare program out of its punitive
cast. And that applies both to work fare parts of it and generally,
to the system as a whole.

It has always struck me that when you go to apply for welfare,
you fill out all kinds of forms that you swear to. You also are re-
quired to prove in each and every fact that you claim about your
income, about your property, and then you are asked to recertify
that. We are down to monthly recertification on many of these pro-
grams

At the same time, people who file their tax return just sign it
and send it in. Somehow the suggestion is that the people who are
on welfare are more likely to cheat us than the cit:zens who file
their tax returnsthat is just one example among many of how
the welfare system stigmatizes recipients.

If we could turn the welfare program around in one way that I
think would make the most difference, it would be to treat people
who are on welfare as though they are people like us, who have the
same kinds of goals and aspirations as we do, not as though they
are people who have to be dealt with in a punitive way because
they are not really like us, and do not have the goals for their fam-
ilies and their children that we have for our own.

I think that is a hard thing to get at, but I think we should strive
to do that in any way that we can and any work program that we
have.

We have succeeded in accomplishing it with Social Security,
which is a program that is generally accepted and that everybody
sees as an entitlement of being a citizen here. We have been able to
keep the money in that program and that it is widely accepted.

AFDC, on the other hand, has lost a third of the real value of the
benefits over the last 15 years. It is stigmatized and it is punitive,
and I think that there is a connection between these facts. Our
goal should be to change the attitudes about AFDC that are implic-
it in the way the program is run.

Let me, then, try to be a little bit specific about some things that
I hope we would concentrate on as we deal with welfare reform.

First of all, we should target employment. Connecticut has an
unemployment rate now in the vicinity of 4 percent. Yet, New
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Haven, which I represent, is the seventh poorest city in the United
States, with a rate of poverty of 25 percent.

There is a hardcore population that we are talking about that
are not being reached by even good economic circumstances. They
need to be the focus of any kind of job program. They are not the
people who get on and get off AMC. They are the people who are
on the program long term. We ought to spend our money there.

If we are forced to target our approach even further, we may
well be better to decide to spend our money on the children of
those families than on the parents. If we are talking about break-
ing the cycle of dependency, we have to try to be realistic. I do not
think there has been enough discussion about the hopes and possi-
bilities for the children.

These are questions of educational assistance, questions of teen-
age pregnancy prevention, things that have to do with keeping
these young people in school. If we do not do something about the 9
and 10 year olds in these families, we are not going to solve the
problem.

One other specific I think that needs to be worried about in this
kind of dependency prevention category. We can't focus only on the
people who are already on AFDC. We need to worry about the gen-
eralized rules of the people who are working now and the extent to
which their work circumstances become less and less attractive
compared to how people who are or have been on welfare are treat-
ed.

Health insurance is a prime example. I think Mr. Waxman ad-
dressed it in talking about the decoupling of the cash and the eligi-
bility for title 19. It is a very troubling circumstance that people
who have been on welfare and go into employment may receive
medical benefits while people who are in the same job, but have
not been on welfare do not receive them.

Both from a standpoint of fairness and from a standpoint of pre-
venting other people from slipping into dependency, equalizing sit-
uations like these needs to be a priority.

In summary, let me just say that I think you have a huge job
ahead of you. I commend you for both the intensity with which you
have taken it on and also for giving an opportunity to your col-
leagues to provide input to the process. I stand ready to be of any
help and assistance from my personal experience that I can be in
the process.

Chairman FORD. Let me thank you.
Bruce, there has been a lot of talk in the last 12 months about

welfare reform. You have touched up on many of the problems that
exist. It is going to be very difficult to reach all of the citizens who
are living below the poverty thresholds.

You mentioned the hardcore group and talked about focusing on
the majority of the recipients who are the children who receive the
grant assistance. When I think about the views of this administra-
tion, I become concerned. The President has called for welfare
reform and we look forward to hearing from the administration on
the 4th of March. I want to woyv with them on a reform package
that can solve many of the problems with the current system.

What is the sentiment of our colleagues in the Congress? I have
heard from 15, 18 of them today and I heard your testimony here.
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What do we need to include in a comprehensive bill? What about
joint referrals or jurisdiction questions? We might be talking about
a bill that will cost $2, $3, $5 billion over a 3-year periodmaybe
$8, $10, $12 billion. How do we make it revenue neutral?

I would like to do that, but I think that we have to approach the
issue in a way that will offer meaningful solutions to the problems
that are out there.

Are we going to frighten off some of our colleagues, knowing that
we are working under severe budget restraints in the Congress, if
we move a welfare reform package, that costs more dollars in the
first few years?

I, for one, think that we will see a major savings in the out
years.

But I am concerned about what our colleagues will say in the
House when they see a bill moving to the House floor that is going
to cost more money. It is going to have a major impact on these
budget restraints that we are working under.

Mr. MORRISON. Well, I think you have well stated a problem that
exists. My own opinion, first of all, is that there is some energy
now behind the idea of welfare reform and it needs to be managed
carefully because it can come out one way or an other.

It can come out with the conclusion that we do something that is
just cosmetic and that is the end of it. On the other hand, if we
conlA come up with the money that will be necessary, we could ac-
complish something really meaningful.

Welfare reform is not a short-run cost saver. Anything that is
meaningful here is going to require more investment. It is not as if
no one has thought about job training ever before. It is not as if
these problems grew up solely because of people being foolish about
structuring the system. People were operating under financial con-
straints in the past. And to break out of some of the past habits, we
have to break cut some of the past spending limits.

I would say there are two possible tracks: If you are trapped into
a context of revenue neutrality by the political realities, then you
ought to do some very small things and make it very clear that you
are doing small things that make the biggest difference within
those constraints. It may be in some of the job training-related
areas that you can do that.

I hope you are not trapped there, but if you are, I would hope
that you would make it clear that something that is revenue neu-
tral cannot really be reform in any long-term sense.

On the other hand, I would hope the alternative would be that
you would try to get behind a decision to spend many billions of
dollars over 5 years, which may be in fact the kind of long-term
cost savings that result. Obviously, those are speculative, but I
think they are out there in terms of future productivity and lessen-
ing social expenditures of other kinds for drug abuse and imprison-
ment and all those other things that come out of long-term depend-
ency.

I think that that is the argument that has to be made. I think
there are many of us who are prepared to support that. We are
concerned about the budget, sure; but we are also concerned about
the long-term future of the country and willing to invest now to
have a more viable situation later.
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I think you are going to need some data. I am on the Select Com-
mittee on Children, Youth, and Families and we have been trying
to just make some beginnings on that. That data is ni)::. that easy to
come by. But to whatever extent you can back up your expendi-
tures with the notion of investment to realize long-term savings, I
think there is an openness in the Congress for hearing that kind of
an argument.

Chairman FORD. Something that would not fall within the wel-
fare reform package and, naturally, would not be within this sub-
committee's jurisdiction: Do you support an increase in the mini-
mum wage?

Mr. MORRISON. I believe that we have to move in that direction. I
think that one way or another we have to provide more income for
people who work full time at the bottom of the wage scale. Some
people think it ought to come out of the public sector rather than
out of a minimum wage increase. I am not persuaded by that. I
think a minimum wage increase is the best way to go.

I also think thatthis probably is not in Ways and Means at
allthe notion of a full-employment strategy, which we are not
going to get from Ronald Reagan, a full-employment macroeconom-
ic strategy and some things that go with it in the public employ-
ment area, are absolutely necessary.

If we say we want people to work but we are going to tolerate 6.6
percent unemployment, we really are talking past ourselves. At
some pointI hope under the Democratic President who is elected
in 1988we are going to, perhaps, get back to talking some reality
about the jobs that have to be there if we expect people to work.

Many of my clients in my early days of my work in legal services
had all been employed during the Vietnam war when unemploy-
ment was 3.2-percent nationwide. Many of those people fell out the
bottom of the system and never were able to get back on during
the whole of the seventies and even into the eighties.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Morrison.
Mr. Ernest Konnyu, from California, let me welcome you to the

Subcommittee on Public Assistance of Ways and Means. We are de-
lighted to have you. Thank you very much for taking time out of
your schedule to come to talk to us about welfare reform.

I am sorry that some of my other colleagues, who have been here
all day, had to leave. I am sorry about that, but I am very appreci-
ative of the fact that you wanted to come and testify before the
subcommittee.

STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST L KONNYU, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. KONNYU. Mr. Chairman, I want to, first of all, congratulate
you for having the patience to stay here and listen to this testimo-
ny. I know that you take this job of yours and leading this subcom-
mittee very seriously.

I have a prepared statement which I would like to read because I
think it makes sense.

Chairman FORD. It will be made a part of the record. The full
statement will, and you can handle it any way you would like.
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Mr. KONNYU. As a California State Ass( rnblyman, I was a rank-
ing Republican for 6 years on welfare and I spent a great deal of
my time developing and guiding through the legislature a welfare
reform program for California.

Today, I would like to briefly describe to you the very successful
program I authored during my 6 years in the California State As-
sembly.

The program is entitled "Greater Avenues for Independence" or
GAIN, for short. GAIN is a mandatory work fare program for able-
bodied AFDC recipients yet with a very special twist.

It is a program that pulled together both traditional liberal and
traditional conservative ideas for work fare and established a
unique bipartisan program aimed at breeding self-sufficiency and
not dependency. By bipartisan, Mr. Chairman, I meanfor exam-
ple the speaker of the State assembly, Willie Brown, not only voted
for this bill but attended the news conference announcing the bi-
partisan compromise.

In essence, GAIN is a county-based program for able-bodied
AFDC recipients which offers a series of job search, training, and
advanced training options for the participants. The program is
mandatory, yet it provides the participants with a wide variety of
options.

It is by no means simply a make-work program. In other words, I
am saying it is nothing like the Springfield, MO, type effort. What
makes GAIN unique and very effective is the emphasis on the se-
quence of events and the targeting of resources for the program
participants and the fact that the recipient and the social worker
must both agree by contract on the kind of training and education
sought.

That is a unique flavor, I think, to California because that recipi-
ent must agree on a contractin fact, we have a provision where,
when the recipient and the social worker do not agree on the provi-
sion, then he must go to an arbitrator. That is how seriously we
take the role of the recipient in deciding what kind of training they
are going to get.

Upon entering the program, a participant is normally required to
join a 3-week job club by starting with a job search option rather
than training. Thus, the program often saves the added expense of
training those individuals who simply need job placement help.

If at '..e end of this 3-week period a participant does not secure a
job, however, the participant becomes involved in training and edu-
cation which includes short-term work experience, on-the-job train-
ing, vocational training, and similar programs as various options.

What is important is that this training is targeted to specific job
placement upon the completion of the program.

Since the majority of the participants are mothers with children,
another essential element of the program is the child care compo-
nent. For participants with children under the age of twelve, child
care is provided.

Also included here are those volunteersthat is those folks with
children 6 years of age or underchild care is provided for those
who volunteer to be part of GAIN.

Chairman FORD. You do not mandate that in California?
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Mr. KONNYU. No. Obviously by Federal law, we cannot. But we
have authorized them and we recruit them to come into the pro-
gram at the county level.

Chairman FORD. I hate to interrupt you right in the middle of
your testimony, but that part does interest me.

You haven't had time, really, to evaluate it, though, to tell theeffect
Mr. KONNYU. We just started last year, and it is still in the phas-

ing period.
Chairman FORD. I am familiar with the program that you imple-

mented. As a matter of fact, we watched the legislation with great
interest when you passed it in California, and I know that you
have not had the time to evaluate it.

The age requirement has been one of the concerns of this sub-
committee. We are looking at whether the six should be reduced,
maybe, to three, with some State flexibility to permit women to
decide whether or not they want to opt into the program, provided
that child care, which is one of your major components in the Cal.-
fornia program, is available.

Mr. KONNYU. In fact, the law is written in such a way if there is
no child care, nothing is mandatory in this program. It is that
tightly tied.

Chairman Fon,. I am sorry to interrupt you. But go ahead.
Mr. KONNYU. In addition, transportation to and from the partici-

pant's assigned program is provided. By providing these services,
the program is much more workable and accessible for the low-
income participants.

Perhaps the most important element of the program is its
county-based system. GAIN allows counties the flexibility to come
up with creative programs suited for the recipients under their su-
pervision.

By localizing tl., program, targeting of resources and individual
attention to participants is a very workable and meaningful goal.

In addition, the program promotes private sector involvement
from the community. Such involvement comes in the form of jobs
for participants, as well as planning t;ounsels to help direct the pro-
gram.

This, Mr. Chairman, is only a tht.dibnail sketch of our California
program, but it gives you an idea of the complexity and creativity
of California's GAIN program.

In the next several weeks, I will be working to formulate a bill
which would modify the California GAIN program to work on a na-
tional level. GAIN is a very workable, very effective program oper-
ating in California. And I say this from all the first-hand evidence
we have had from the various counties including my own, Santa
Clara County, Fresno County, and others who are running it. It is
my dream to have such a successful idea eventually incorporated
into a nationwide welfare-reform program.

In addition, I would like to offer a companion bill to reform the
current laws dictating AFDC. Recognizing the troubles that cur-
rently pervade our welfare system, I feel it is essential that we
revise the AFDC to be more responsive to major family needs.
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In addition, changes must be made to unburden our Nation's tax-
payers who have been unfairly burdened by excessive cost of cer-
tain portions r f the system.

It is my sincere hope, Mr. Chairman, that I can work with you
and the distinguished members of the committee to come up with
creative and effective solutions to our Nation's welfare problems.

I truly appreciate the time you have afforded me today and
would be happy to entertain any questions you might have.

Chairman FORD. Let me assure you, first off, that we welcome an
opportunity to work with you and for you to share with us your
input to the welfare reform package that this subcommittee will be
working on in .e next 45 to 50 days.

It is the intent of the sabcommittee to look at all bills that have
been introduced and referred to this subcommittee that relate to
welfare reform. We certainly will take these bills into consider-
ation when we are marking up legislation. I will start our markup
session in the coming weeks.

The leadership indicated to us today that they would like to have
a bill on the House floor by the end of May. It is the intent of this
subcommittee to continue to look at programs that have been insti-
tuted such as the California program.

I must say that we have heard from all 50 States. Nearly all of
the commissioners, directors of health and human services in the
50 States have shared with us over the past 18 months programs
that have been implemented like, the one in your State. Some
States have not implemented programs but have been looking
toward some reform measures and welfare reform.

I, for one, as chairman of this subcommittee, feel that States
should have strong flexibility to implement work programs within
national standards that would be set by the Federal Government
and I pledge full support for this with all of my colleagues in the
Congress.

Mr. Brown and I have already started talking with each other on
welfare reform and we have pledged that we would like to have a
bipartisan bill reported from the subcommittee and go to the
House floor.

I am convinced that welfare reform is needed. I am convinced
that States probably will need all of the flexibility that they can
possibly get to implement what would be good for their States. And
build on what the President has talked about. Perhaps at the local
level there are programs that are already in place that can help
strengthen v at we are doing.

However 1 -m not sure that we need to demonstrate. I think we
need to give States the flexibility to move fore and to institute pro-
grams like GAIN or other programs that have already been imple-
mented. But what is good for California is not necessarily good for
Tennessee or other States. In any event, I look forward to working
with you and others in this Congress.

Mr. KONNYU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Clearly, I think what is really important in creating meaningful

and fundamental welfare reform that will satisfy the broad spec-
trum of Repi -sentatives in this House is the same thing that was
needed in California. There we had a Republican Governor but a
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Democrat-controlled legislaturealmost -xactly the same percent-
age as in this House.

So we needed to satisfy both the conservative elements and we
did that through the mandatory element of work fare; and the as-
sociated dollar savings. And we needed to satisfy the liberal ele-
ments, and we did that principally through the significant invest-
ment in additional education and training dollars that California
put into the GAIN program.

If you do it that way in this Houseand I an just a newcomer,
and who am I to say thisbut I just have a gut feeling that that is
what is necessary in the politics of things and remembering the
question you asked from the predecessorthat if you come up with
savings on one hand which, I think, conservatives will grab onto as
something solid, and on the other hand you create the kinds of nec-
essary spending that we all know that we would like to create in
order to make life better for the welfare recipient and for the tax-
payer at the same time, that coming up with that kind of a solu-
tion, is probably the only hope to get both a bill through the
housesboth housesand get a signature on it.

One of these undersecretaries told me today that when he was at
the White House and meeting with President Reagan on this very
issue of welfare reform, it was about the only time in the whole
meeting where the President did not use his 3-by-5 cards, where he
talked from feeling and from memory because he feels that strong-
ly about this issue.

Thank you very much for allowing me ',,his time. I look forward
to working with you.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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February 19, 1987

The Honorable Ernest L. Konnyu
U.S. House of Representatives,

Representing California's 12th C.D.
before the Subcommittee on Public Assistance

and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you very
much for allowing me to address you today regarding welfare
reform.

As a California State Assemblyman I spent a majority of my
time on developing and guiding through the legislature a welfare
reform program for California. Today I would like to briefly
describe to you this very successful program I co-authored during
my six years in the California State Lczembly. The program is
entitled Greater Avenues for Independence or GAIN.

GAIN is a workfare program for able bodied AFDC recipients,
yet with a very special twist. It is a program that pulled
together both traditional liberal and traditional conservative
ideas for workfare and established a unique bi-partisan program
aimed at breeding self-sufficiency, not dependence.

In essence, GAIN is a county based program for able bodied
AFDC recipients which offers a series of job search, training and
advanced training options for the participants. The program is
mandatory, yet it provides the participants with a wide variety
of options; it is by no means simply a make work program. What
makes GAIN unique, and very effective, is the emphasis on the
sequence of events and targeting of resources for the program
participants.

Upon entering the program, a participant is required to join
a three week job club/job search program. By starting with a job
search option rather than training, the program saves the added
expense of training those individuals who simply need job
placement help.

If at the end of this three week period a participant does
not secure a job, however, the participant becomes involved in
training and education which includes short term work experience,
on the job training, vocational training, and similar programs.
This training and education can la.t up to two academic years.
What is important is that this training is targeted to specific
job placement upon completion of the program.

Since the majority of participants are mothers with young
children, another essential element of the program is the child
care component. For participants with children under the age of
twe've, child care is provided. In addition, transportation to
and from the participants assigned program is provided. By
providing these services, the program is much more workable and
accessible for the participants.

Perhaps the most important element of the program is the
county based system. Gain allows counties the flexibility to
come up with creative programs suited for the recipients under
their supervision. By localizing the program, targeting of
resources and individual attention to participants is a very
workable and meaningful goal. In addition, the program promotes
private sector involvement from the community. Such involvement
comes in the form of jobs for participants, as well as planning
coun_As to help direct the program.

This, Mr. Chairman, is only a thumb nail sketch of our
California program, but it gives you an idea of the complexity
and creativity of California's GAIN program.
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In the next several weeks I will be working to formulate a
bill which would modify the California GAIN program to work on a
national level. GAIN is a very workable, very effective program
operation in California. It is my dream to have such successful
ideas eventually incorporated into a nationwide welfare reform
program.

In addtion, ! would like to offer a companion bill to reform
the current laws dictating AFDC. Recognizing the troubles that
currently pervade our welfare system, I feel it is essential that
we revise AFDC tc be more responsive to big family needs. In
addtion, changes must be made to unburden our nation's taxpayers
who have been unfairly burdened by excessive cost of certain
portions of the system.

It is my sincere hope, Mr. Chairman, that I can work with
you and the distinguished Members of the Committee to come up
with creative and effective solutions to our nation's welfare
problems. I truly appreciate the time you have afforded me today
and would be happy to entertain any questions you might have on
GAIN.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, and as I close out, work
should be more attractive than welfare. We must talk about morethan subsistence. We really want to really address self-sufficiency.
That is going to be the goal of this subcommittee as we move tomark up the welfare reform package.

Again let me thank you for testifying.
Mr. KONNYU. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. I am delighted to have the last witness after

what has been a long day. We have with us a new Member of the
House from the Baltimore area, Mr. Mfume.

We are delighted to have you before the subcommittee. Thank
you very much for taking time from your busy schedule to sharewith us your views on welfare reform. And as chairman of this sub-
committee, I look forward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. KWEISI MFUME, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. MFUME. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
And my consolation is in knowing, as I was taught as a smallchild, the last shall be first.
Chairman FORD. Right.
Mr. MFUME. And I am certainly glad to be here.
Chairman FORD. We are delighted to have you.
Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, it is good to have this opportunity toappear before you and to express my views on the critical issue of

welfare reform.
As you know, I represent the Seventh Congressional District ofMaryland, a district that is vitally concerned about welfare reformdue to the high incidence of welfare recipients and the attendant

social problems surrounding the poverty that exists there.
You, Mr. Chairman, should be commended for taking the leadand encouraging open discussion on the sharing of ideas on thisvery important subject.
Let me start by saying that I believe that the greatness of anation is measured most, not by the strength of its military or thecaliber of its technological sophistication, but rather by the depth

of its commitment to raising the quality and standard of living forall of its people, and particularly to those who are in the greatestneed.
I wanted to preface my remarks here with that caveat in an at-tempt to remind all of us that when we talk about welfare and wel-fare reform, what we really are talking about is working together

to best fulfill that basic of American ideals, caring for our neigh-bors.
As welfare reform debate builds, it is clear that there are anumber of areas in which there is almost unanimous agreement.

Most of us would agree that we would like to reform the system sothat more people are capable of moving off of welfare rolls and into
the work force. And contrary to popular opinion, most of us in-cludes the poor. In fact, a survey taken by the Los Angeles Times
in April of 1985, showed that almost 80 percent of the poor saidthey would prefer to earn their living rather than receive welfare,
and almost 90 percent said the best way for the Government to



221

deal with poverty was to give poor people job training and to create
jobs for them rather than to simply give them money.

But it is also true that for those long-term welfare recipients and
others in extraordinary need, such as working mothers, it is simply
not enough to offer them jobs. Work programs cannot succeed in
these cases without the provision of adequate support services.
Child care, transportation, health coverage and financial incentives
must be an integral part of the system and, therefore, must be con-
sidered in any discussion of welfare reform.

I applaud and support such innovative approaches as the ET pro-
gram in Massachusetts, and such new legislative initiatives as
Senate bills.280 and 281 introduced in January by Senators Specter
and Dodd, and written in consultation with the National Urban
League and the Opportunities Industrialization Center. Legislation
would use existing appropriations of the Job Training Partnership
Act to target severely disadvantaged individuals and families for
preemployment. training, remed. 1 education and job placement.
These, I believe, are steps in the right direction.

If I might digress just a bit, in Maryland there have been some
local initiatives as well. Project Independence is a plan fostered by
the department of human resources to move able-bodied people
from welfare dependents to self-sufficiency. The cornerstone of this
project is investment in job opportunities program which links
social services, job training, and economic development activities at
the local level to create and access jobs for welfare recipients.

And in another program that demonstrates, as I believe at least,
the private-public sector cooperation. Ten people who had been de-
pendent on Focial services just completed this past week an 8-week
training program jointly sponsorW by the Baltimore City Depart-
ment of Social Services and the United States Fidelity & Guaranty
Co.; 8 of the 10 have already secured jobs in the insurance indus-
try, and others are well on their way to commencing meaningful
careers.

I think most of us would also agree, Mr. Chairman, that the wel-
fare reform issue cannot be viewed simply in a vacuum. Govern-
mental attitudes and budgeting levels in the areas of education,
economic development, housing and health care directly reflect the
depth of commitment to helping those who are in the greatest
need. We cannot continue to decrease funding in these critical
human service areas while holding up defense as the only untouch-
able, and expecting them to realize appreciable gains in the welfare
reform effort.

Furthermore, let me say that while I support a strong Federal
commitment to providing assistance for those served by our exist-
ing welfare system, including veterans and students and the elder-
ly, the unemployed and the poor, I also believe that we need to con-
centrate more of our national resources to getting at the root
causes of poverty.

That means, as I see it, Mr. Chairman, finding ways to strength-
en the spiritual and economic vitality of the American family, pro-
viding productive and creative outlets for our young as a means of
reducing school dropouts, and teen pregnancies, and helping small
businesses in our communities so that jobs will be there as an al-
ternative to the cyclical dependence on public assistance. These



222

issues are interrelated, as I see it, to improving and to reforming
our current welfare system.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Mfume.
What committees do you serve on in the Congress?
Mr. MFUME. I serve on the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs

Committee, and on the Small Business Committee in the spe-cial
Chairman FORD. What subcommittees do you serve on the Bank-

ing Committee?
Mr. MFUMIC. I am on the Housing and Community Development

Subcommittee and the International Financial.
Chairman FORD. On your Housing Subcommittee, has there been

any talk from the administration or the leadership of your commit-
tee about housing legislation it. his Congress?

One of the big problems that we are faced with, and we read so
much of in recent months, is homeless families. The President has
been critical of the welfare hotels. The costs of temporarily housing
the growing number of homeless families continues to rise. New
York and other States use the emergency assistance provisions of
AFDC to house these families. As a result, we are going to be faced
with spending large dollar amounts for emergency assistance. I am
not sure that welfare hotels will meet any of the reeds of the grow-
ing number of homeless people. I know there has not been a com-
mitment from this administration in the past 6 years for low

-le or affordable housing in this Nation, and there is a housing
shortage for low income, low income working Americans.

And I am just wondering whether or not there will be any legis-
lation forthcoming, or is there anything on the agenda for the
Banking Committee to consider any housing legislation in this Con-
gress?

Mr. MPUTAR. Mr. Chairman, let me begin by saying that there
has not been any initiative, at least that I have seen, in the past 6
weeks that I have been here from the administration aimed in that
area. However, Chairman Gonzalez has been extremely open on
the matter and has, as I understand, for several years attempted to
prod the committee in that direction.

We were fortunate in that some 10 or 15 of us within the full
committee joined with him in the sponsorship of House bill 558,
which does in fact provide the $500 million in emergency relief
funds for the homeless. And there is an amendment in that par-
ticular bill that provides for doing away with the so-called welfare
motels. And Governor Cuomo testified before us 2 weeks ago, as
well as the Speaker of the House, their feelings about the very real
need to change that provision so that, in fact, local governments
will be able to use that money as they see it for long-term housing
relief rather than to dump it into some of the hotels and motels
which are substandard Ly most definitions, and which still charge
alarming rates.

We had markup on that bill today. There are several amend-
ments that will be dealt with in the final markup before the full
committee, and we hope to move on it within another 10 days.

Chairman FORD. I understand that this aspect of the homeless
bill has been brought before the Banking Committee. Congressman
Shumer of New York has been talking with us. As a matter of fact,
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we met with him 30 or 40 minutes ago, and he would like to see
this subcommittee, given that the emergency assistance provisions
fall within our jurisdiction, move on some additional legislation.

I do not know how we will respond at this time. A half billion
dollar homeless bill certainly will move through the Congress be-
cause of the support of the leadership. We will consider whether or
not we want to report a bill out so that thz. homeless bill includes a
housing piece for the emergency assistance provision of AFDC.

I did note that there weren't any of those funds earmarked. I am
not sure that any of the half billion dollars that is in the homeless
bill would really address any of the housing needs of homeless fam-
ilies. I thought most of those funds might also be devoted to areas
other than housing. You correct me if I am wrong on this.

Mr. MFUME. I think one-fifth of the bill has been targeted to-
wards section 8 subsidies to be spread throughout the 50 States. Of
course, that is not construction of new housing. It is taking advan-
tage of existing units.

Chairman FORD. The certificate you mean under section 8, right?
Mr. MFUME. That is correct.
But you are correct in asserting that there is no real housing

construction program or initiatives within the legislation except for
a provision that will allow certain nonprofit organizations or
churches to rehabilitate existing structures within their communi-
ty, and some of the money in the bill would go toward that.

Chairman FORD. You have not seen any of the 501(cX3)s, or other
institutions putting together any program simply because this ad-
ministration has been somewhat insensitive to those housing needs.

I am concerned, and this will be the final question, about the
welfare hotels and the emergency assistance provision under the
AFDC program.

I want 14 know whether or not we would have the support of you
ere. other members of the Banking Committee when they consider
a comprehensive welfare package to consider AFDC housing prob-
lems. I do not think we can make a comprehensive bill without ad-
dressing some of the housing needs in this country. We should con-
sider more than the emergency assistance provision, which pro-
vides for temporary housing.

I certainly would hope that the Banking Committee members
would be open to moving swiftly on housing legislation if we have a
comprehensive bill that would go beyond the jurisdiction of this
committee.

Mr. MFUME. Well, that is certainly something that has received a
great deal of consideration in discussions between myself and Con-
gressman Joe Kennedy and Congressman Flake of New York, and I
would daresay that Chairman Gonzalez is open in that particular
light as well as several other members of the committee. Whether
that constitutes a majority or not is still not clear. But I think, and
I feel honestly, that there is a new awareness within that commit-
tee in terms of its housing aspect, I mean for so much time the real
emphasis has been banking and finance.

But there seems to be at least an early movement toward initia-
tives in that area, and I would think, while you may not certainly
and probably could never have the support of the full committee,
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there are a substantial number of committee members, including
myself, that would be supportive of such an effort.

Chairman FORD. Would you convey the concern of this subcom-
mittee as it relates to the housing aspect of it? We will have a com-
prehensive bill, and I do not know as of today what components of
the bill will fall within you jurisdiction. But we certainly plan to
address the issue in welfare reform, and I would like for you to
convey that to your colleagues on your subcommittee as well as our
colleagues on the full committee.

Mr. MFUME. I certainly will. It will be my pleasure.
Chairman Fowl Thank you very much.
Mr. MFUME. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Fon,. That will conclude the list of witnesses for

today. I would like to say for the record again that on March 4, we
have extended an invitation to the administration. It is the intent
of the subcommittee to hear from the administration on their wel-
fare reform proposal.

Also, on March 6, 10, 11 and 13, we will hear from public wit-
nesses. Notifications are going out this afternoon.

It is also the intent of this subcommittee to begin within the next
3 weeks, a markup session on the welfare reform package,

With that the subcommittee stands adjourned.
Let me reconvene this session and say that for the record that I

would like to leave the record open for a period of 1 week for all
Members of the House to submit any written testimony that they
would like to submit to the committee.

With that, the committee stands .tcurned.
[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]
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WELFARE REFORM

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 1987

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:06 a.m., in room
1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman FORD. Good morning.
The Subcommittee in Public Assistance and Unemployment

Compensation of the Committee on Ways and Means will come to
order.

It is my pleasure this morning to welcome three administration
witnesses who will talk with us about the President's welfare
reform proposal. I will be honest, however. I had hoped that we
would begin these discussions many months ago. In fact, in Febru-
ary of last year, I wrote Attorney General Fd Meese, inviting him
to testify about the administration's welfare ref rm study and of-
fering to work with him on it. To my dismay, his office responded
that they would be happy to share a copy of the report with us
once it became public. If we are going to make welfare reform
happen, we will have to work together. view today's hearing as a
clear indication that the administration is ready to work with us
here in the Congress to move forward with welfare reform.

Today's witnesses include three administration officials who are
here to talk about legislation that has been submitted to the Con-
gress. We all know that the Governors' Association embraced a
welfare reform package just last week and understand that certain
components in that bill have been embraced by the administration.

It is the intent of this committee to have a bill ready within the
next 2 weeks, and hopefully we can continue to hear from wit-
nesses and go into a markup session, hopefully, by the first of next
month, if not before.

We know that the Trade Subcommittee, in which members of
this subcommittee have been very active, is working on trade legis-
lation, and therefore, Mr. Pease, we are going to wait for the Trade
Subcommittee to finish its business. Once that happens, I am confi-
dent that we can move forward with the welfare reform package.

I will be happy at this time to yield to the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, Mr. Brown, for any opening remarks
that he might have.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr Chairman.
(225)

231



226

I would just like to add my voice of encouragement for our ef-
forts in this regard. I believe there is a consensus that we can
make our welfare assistance programs far more effectivemore ef-
fective not simply from a cost point of view, but more effective in
truly helping people.

I want to commend the administration for their initiatives in
this area. As I understand it, they are proposing timely changes in
the WIN program and in the aid to families with dependent chil-
dren program. In a separate initiative, with regard to some 59 pro-
grams that total almost s:32 billion of Federal expenditures, they
propose to give the State more authority to coordinate those pro-
graMS.

But most of all, I would like to commend them for what I per-
ceive as a dramatic change in administrative policy that violates
an unwritten law of politics; namely, that almost no agency ever
acts to reduce the power or control they have regardless of the
public good. It seems to me that the administration is proposing to
reduce the power and control they have had over the lives of
others, and to actually give some of the discretion they have in con-
trolling programs to lower levels of government in the belief that
State and local governments may provide far more effective pro-
grams to help the poor of this country.

I look forward to hearing more about their proposals. Given the
strong bipartisan spirit we have for reform in this subcommittee,
we are delighted that the administration has joined in.

Chairman FORD. Thank you. Mr. Brown.
Our first witnesses are John Bode, Assistant Secretary for Food

and Consumer Services with the U.S. Department of Agriculture;
Robert B. Helms, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and Mi-
chael Baroody, Assistant Secretary for Policy, U.S. Department of
Labor. I understand that Robert T. Jones, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Employment and Training is accompanying Mr.
Baroody.

Let me welcome the three of you to the Public Assistance Sub-
committee. Dr. Helms, we welcome you back. You appeared before
the full committee just last week. We are delighted to have the ad-
ministration before us. We certainly look forward to hearing your
testimony.

The Chair will recognize you, Mr. Bode.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. BODE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

Mr. BODE Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We appreciate the opportunity to testify before the committee

today. If it pleases the committee, I will summarize our joint testi-
mony on the subject of welfare reform. Then, Dr. Helms will sum-
marize his testimony on the administration's GROW proposals; and
Mr. Baroody will present his testimony on the AFDC youth initia-
tiw

Of course, it was just over a year ago, in his State of the Union
Ai dress, that President Reagan called for an evaluation of our Na-
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tion's welfare system. In response, h received a report entitled
"Up From Dependency." Those familiar with the welfare system
have not been surprised by its conclusions. Our public assistance
system is largeover $132 billion in Federal and State moneys
spent in 1985and provides at least some benefits to more than 52
million Americans.

The system is incredibly complex-59 major Federal welfare pro-
grams, described in some 6,000 pages of law and regulations, under
the direction of eight major Federal departments, and of course, ad-
ministered through numerous State agencies.

All too often, this maze of overlapping programs constitutes a be-
wildering tangle of inefficier...y and perverse incentives that under-
mine traditional values. Clearly, this system needs to be over-
hauled.

While them is much consensus on the direction of reform, there
are many issues for which there is no agreement. Furthermore,
when it comes to sweeping changes to restructure our welfare
system, we must admit that current research does not tell us what
will work and what will not on a systemwide basis.

On this point, it is useful to remember past welfare reform expe-
riences. Over a period of years, both Republican and Democratic
adminisaations introduced varieties of welfare reform proposals
based on the negative income tax. As a result of the demonstra-
tions, even some of the strong supporters of those welfare proposals
can agree that it was best that they were not adopted into national
law.

We need further experimentation, supported by sound evalua-
tion, before we embark on national, systemwide welfare reform.

President Reagan has transmitted to Congress a proposed invita-
tion to each of the United States to restructure and improve our
Nation's welfare system. This initiative, to give our Nation's com-
piote welfare system a careful reexamination, allows us to test
promising ideas for an overhaul of today's patchwork of programs.

We expect States to come forward with ideas that bring some
order to the unruly tangle of programs that are authorized at the
State as well as Federal levels. Under this approach the welfare
system, rather than just a few programs, can be examined and im-
proved.

Under this proposal, H.R. 1288, States would file for waiver au-
thority to establish demonstration projects that test alternatives to
our present system. In certify' Ag a demonstration, the State's filing
would be considered in light of how it ensure that putiic assistance
is an adequate supplement to other resources and how individual
responsibility would be fostered while dependency is discouraged.

States would be allowed to incorporate into a demonstration
project all of the Federal funding the .state otherwise would receive
from certain Federal programs, and the State funding that would
have been required will be continued.

So that the entire welfare system is considered, States would be
allowed to include in their demonstration projects any of the pro-
grams intended to alleviate poverty. The Stites filing for demon-
stration waiver authority would make clear exactly what the State
intends to do, including which programs would be included, who
would participate, principles for eligibility and benefit deterrnina-
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tions, the form and amount of benefits, and innovative ways in
which the demonstration is expected to meet both the needs of low-
income populations and reduce dependency.

We look forward to learning of the involvement of low-income
communities in supporting the efforts of individuals and families to
become self-sufficient.

Along with other specifics of the scope of the demonstration, the
filing must describe the evaluation efforts the State plans to under-
take. Of course, at the end of each demonstration, we intend to
have acceptable evidence as to whether the demonstration succeed-
ed in its objectives or not.

Mr. Chairman, the Governors have made very clear to us that
they need a single place in the Federal Government to bring their
reform ideas. So the President has proposed the establishment of
an Interagency Low-Income Opportunity Board. The Board would
certify appropriate State filings, oversee the demonstration
projectsin particular to assure appropriate evaluationsand reg-
ularly report to Congress. The Board would be composed of its
Chairman, who would be appointed by the President, and the rep-
resentatives of the departments with responsibility for the Federal
programs that are affected.

The Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act of 1987 provides
a reasonable course for reform of the system of welfare programs.
Waiver authority would be broad enough to allow a community to
improve the way the entire system works, not just one program or
another. Care would be taken that the rights of low-income people
are protected and that needs of low-income people are met. We
would learn more about reducing dependency because we would
have sound evaluations of the demonstrations.

This proposal is wholly consistent with proceeding with incre-
mental change in welfare programs wherever research indicates
that a change would be prudent. In fact, this research could con-
ceivably produce evidence supportive of some incremental changes.

However, such incremental program improvements should not
distract us from exploring a fundamental realignment of our wel-
fare system.

Mr. Chairman, State and community efforts to target the taxpay-
as' dollars better to those in need, to encourage employment and
to increase individuals' choice would result in more low-income
families achieving self-sufficiency. We feel this is an opportunity
too important to let get away from us.

We appreciate the committee's interest in the administration's
proposal and look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement follows:]

234



229

STATEMENT OF JOHN W. RODE
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FOOD AM) CONSUMER SERVICES

IINITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BEFORE THE

HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

MARCH 4, 1987

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate the opportunity to testify before
this Committee. If it pleases the Committee, I will summarize our joint
testimony on the subject of welfare reform. Then, Dr. Helms will summarize his
testimony on the Administration's GROM proposal, and Mr. Raroody will present
his testimony on the AFDC Youth initiative,

Just over a year ago, in his State of the Union address, President Reagan
called for an evaluation of our nation's welfare system. In response, he
received a report entitled Up From Dependency. Those familiar with the welfare
system have not been surprised by its conclusions.

Our public assistance system is large with over 1132 billion it Federal and
State monies spent in 1QI5 and with providing at least some benefits to more
than S2 million Americans. The system is incredibly complex--5g major Federal
welfare programs, described in some 6,000 pages of law and regulations, under
the direction of eight major Federal departments, and of course, administered
through numerous State agencies.

All too often, this maze of overlapping programs constitutes a bewildering
tangle of inefficiency and perverse incentives that undermine traditional
values. Clearly, this 'stem needs to he overhauled. While there is much
consensus on the direct n of reform, there are many issues for which there is
no agreement. Furthermore. when it comes to sweeping changes to restructure our
welfare system, we must ac t that current research does tell us what will work
and what won't on a system. de basis.

On this point, it is useful to remember past welfare reform experiences.
Over a period of years, both Republican and Democratic Administrations

introduced varieties of welfare reform proposals based upon the negative income
tax. As a result of the demonstrations, even some of the strong supporters of
those welfare proposals can agree that it was best that they were not adopted
into national law. We need further experimentation, supported by sound
evaluation, before we embark on national, systemwide welfare reform.

President Reagan has transmitted to Congress a proposed invitation to each
of the United States to restructure and improve our Nation's welfare system.
This initiative, to give our Nation's complete welfare system a careful

reexamination, allows us to test promising ideas for an overhaul of today's
patchwork of programs.

All too often, this maze of overlapping programs constitutes a bewildering
tangle of inefficiency and perverse incentives that undermine traditional
values. Clearly, this system needs to be overhauled. while there is much
consensus on the direction of reform, there are many issues for which there is
no agreement. Furthermore, when it comes to sweeping changes to restructure our
welfare system, we must admit that current research does tell us what will work
and what won't on a systemwide basis.

On this point, it is useful to remember past welfare reform experiences.
Over a period of years, both Republican and Democratic Administrations

introduced varieties of welfare reform proposals based upon the negative income
tax. As a result of the demonstrations, even some of the strong supporters of
those welfare proposals can agree that it was best that they w-re not adopted
into national law. We need further experimentation, supported by sound
evaluation, before we embark on national, systemwide welfare reform.

President Reagan has transmitted to Congress a proposed invitation to each
of the United States to restructure and improve our Nation's welfare system.
This initiative, to give our Nation's complete welfare system a careful
reexamination, allows us to test promising ideas for an overhaul of today's
patchwork of programs.
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We expect States to come forward with ideas that bring some order to the
unruly tangle of programs that are authorized at the state as well as Federal
levels. Under this approach, the welfare system, rather than just a few
programs, can be examined and imprftcd.

Under this proposal, H.R. 1288, States would file for waiver authority to
establish demonstration projects that test alternatives to our present system.
In certifying a demonstration, the State's filing would be considered in light
of how it ensures that public assistance is an adequate supplement to other
resources and how individual responsibility would be fostered while dependency
is discouraged.

States would be allowed to incorporate into a demonstration project all of
the Federal funding the State otherwise would receive from certain Federal
programs, and the State funding that would have been required will be continued.

So that the entire welfare system is considered, States would be allowed to
include in their demonstration projects any of the programs intended to
alleviate poverty. The State's filing for demonstration waiver authority would
make clear exactly what the State intends to do, including which programs would
be included, who would participate, principles for eligibility and benefit
determinations, the form and amount of benefits, and innovative wdys in which
the demonstration is expected to meet both the needs of low-income populations
and reduce dependency. We look forward to learning of the involvement of
low-income communities in supporting the efforts of individuals and families to
become self-sufficient.

Along with other specifics of the scope of the demonstration, the filing
must describe the evaluation efforts the State plans to undertaKo. Of course,
at the sid of each demonstration, we intend to have acceptable evidence as to
whethe7 the demonstration succeeded in its objectives or not.

Ar. Chairman, the Governors have made very clear to us that they need a
siigle place in the Federal government to bring their reform ideas. So, the
President has proposed the establishment of ar Interagency Low-Income
Opportunity Board. The Board would certify appropriate State filings, oversee
the demonstration projectsin particular to assure appropriate evaluations--and
regularly report to Congress. The Board would be composed of its Chairman, who
would be appointed by the President, and the representati.- of the departments
with responsibility for the Federal progr As that are affected.

Ti e Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act of 19R7 provides a reasonahle
course for ,eform of the system of welfare programs. Waiver authority would be
broad enough to allow a community to improve the way the entire system works,
not just one program or another. Care would be taken (hat the rights of
low-income people are protected and that needs of lot- income people are met. We
would learn more about reducing dependency because we would have sound
e'.,luations of the demonst-- is.

This proposal is wfi ent with pro,:eed ig with incremental change
in welfare programs wher ii indicates that a change would he prudent.
In fact, this research cc vahiy produce evidence supportive of some
incremental changes.

However, such incremental program improvements should not distract us from
exploring a fundamental realignment of our welfare ',Stem.

Mr. Chairman, State and community efforts to target the taxpayers' dollars
better to those in need, to encourage employment and to increase individuals'
choice would result in more low-Income frolies achieving self-sufficiency. We
feel this is an opportunity too important to let get away from us.

We appreciate the Committee's interest in the Administration's proposal and
look forward to answering your questions.

II I it 0 1 I
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Chairman FORD. Thank you.
Dr. Helms?

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. HELMS, PH.D., ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Mr. HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Again, it is a pleasure to be here. I am going to ask that my

statement be submitted for the record.
Chairman FORD. Without objection, the full text of all of the

statements will be made a part of the record.
Mr. HELMS. Thank you.
I just want to make a few informal remark:, about what we are

doing with our GROW proposal, greater opportunities through
work. It is part of the President's Trade, Employment and Produc-
tivity Act of 1987, which was introduced by Congressman Michel as
H.R. 1155.

First, let me address the question, why did we develop the
GROW proposal? First of all, we perceived that there is broad dis-
satisfaction with the current WIN program. To understand this dis-
satisfaction, it is important that we distinguish two parts of the
WIN program.

First, there are the WIN demonstrations, which I would charac-
terize as being very popular in the States that have them. They in-
clude some innovative work programs and have led to much of the
bipartisan support for the notion of work requirements in the
AFDC population.

On the other hand, there is the regular WIN program which
seems to be unpopular; there is little evidence of success for that
part of the WIN program. It emphasizes paperwork registration in-
stead of real jobs. It is complicated and expensive to run from the
States' point of view and also from the Federal Government's point
of view.

And as Congress noted last year in appropriating the funds for
WIN, it is time to replace that program with a new alternative
that will be more effective in increasing self-sufficiency.

The second reason for developing our GROW proposal are the re-
search findings about welfare dependency. David Ellwood, in work
sponsored by my office, has shown that the majority of AFDC re-
cipients who come onto AFDC stay less than two years.

But if you take the young mothers with children under three, 40
percent of those people who come onto AFDC stay on it for more
than 10 years. He has identified those people as young mothers,
typically unmarried, and they come onto the system without any
work experience and very often without a high school education.

We have also had recent studies, particularly coming out of the
WIN demonstrations, showing that employment and training pro-
grams can reduce AFDC dependency, especially among these recipi-
ents that we have identified as the ones who are more apt to devel-
op into long-term AFDC dependents.

Therefore we have tried to use these findings to design our
GROW proposal. We have several major goals in designing this
piece of legislation.
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The first is to reduce long-term dependency. Another goal if, to
simplify the administration of the program; another to give States
more latitude to design their own work and training programs, and
in particular to be sensitive to the problems of mothers with young
children.

Another goal is to change AFDC recipients' attitudes and outlook
about their own ability to work and care for their own families.

To accomplish these goals, the GROW proposal would first re-
quire States to grpdually increase the proportion of AFDC recipi-
ents involved in work, training or education. To do this, we have
proposed a 5-year transition period starting with 20-percent partici-
pation rates in the States and gradually increasing that to 60 pt.'-
cent by 1992.

There would be higher participation rates, up to 80 percent, for
those teenage mothers without a high school education, and a 90-
percent participation rate for children age 16 and older who are on
AFDC.

I would note, though, that these participation rates would be, we
think, relatively reasonable for the States to reach. This is because
we are increasing to a much larger pool the AFDC recipients re-
quired to participate. When you drop the requirement that people
do not have to participate if they have children under 6, as under
'resent law, you add approximately 1,400,000 persons to the pool.
In addition, by adding one requirement that recipient children age
16 and older remain in high school, another 570.000 persons are
added to the pool of people who could possibly Participate in these
work and education programs.

We are also proposing to have this new program run by HHS
rather than jointly with the Department of Labor, and there would
be only one State agency involved in each State; we think that
would simplify the administration.

Also, the administration has committed $2.4 billion over 5 years
to pay for the costs of this program including support services such
as childcare, transportation, and administration. We are proposing
a 50-percent Federal match which is open-ended, different from the
old WIN program, which is a fixed allocation. By proposing an
open-ended match rate, we are making a strong Federal commit-
ment to this program. We are willing to malce this commitment be-
cause we think this is a good investment, and we really think it
will lead to a reduction in dependency.

Also, we have taken several steps to protect mothers with very
young children, but at the same time, provide incentives for this
most vulnerable group to participate in some kind of work or edu-
cation program.

To protect them, we have a gradual phasein of the percentage of
recipients over 5 years, going from 20 to 60 percent. I would em-
phasize that even after 1992, the States will still have 40 percent of
nonexempt recipients that would not be required to participate. We
think that will give States the needed latitude to provide for the
hard cases and those with special situations.

We are allowing part-time work-20 hours a weekto count as
participation for meeting the States' goals. A high school education
or an equivalency certificate would count toward the participation
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goal. And States would have a wide range of work, job search, and
training activities to choose from to meet these goals.

Let me say there has been a great deal in the newspapers on
about the bipartisan support for welfare reform. I heard this morn-
ing that somebody has taken a poll of Congress, and over 90 per-
cent of Congressmen like chocolate. I would just hope that perhaps
the Congress will like this proposal as much as they like chocolate.

In summary, we think this is a good proposal. We think it is
based on good research, and it is based on common sense. We think
it is in tune with what the States now want to try. And last of all,
we think it will lead to a reduction of dependency which almost all
the AFDC recipients tell us they want.

We look forward to working with you to get this bill passed.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Statement of

Robert S. Helms, Ph.D.
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation

Department of Health and Human Services

I am pleased to have this opportunity to discuss the
Administrations's Greater Opportunities through work proposal or
"GROW." This proposal is included in the president's proposed
"Trade, Employment, and Productivity Act of 1S47" which was
introduced by Congressman Michel on !February 19th as H.R. 1155.

The goal of GROW is to place more welfare recipients in
activities that will promote economic self-sufficiency. Those of
you who are familiar with past Administration proposals will see
that this year we are placing new emphasis on early interventions
to increase the employability of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children recipients to prevent and to reduce long -tare dependency
and give young AFDC recipients opportunities for a better life.
We have learned much from research on AFDC recipients and on
states' experience with employment and training programs. And we
have responded with a new approach.

Recent research by David Ellwood, funded by the Department of
Health and Human Services, Allows that the AFDC population is
diverse. While the majority of those who go cr. APDC are on the
rolls for less than two years, others stry an for ten years or
more. Young, never-married mothers tend to have exceptionally
long periods of welfare receipt -- 40 percent of young mothers
who come on the rolls with a child under 3 use AFDC for more than
10 years. In addition, women with less education and little work
experience tend to spend longer periods of time on APDC. GROW
emphasises early intervention to improve welfare a young mother'
prospects for a self-sufficient life. It increases the focus on
those APDC recipients who -- without the program -- would be at
greatest risk of becoming long-term recipients of welfare.

Recent research also shows that employment and training programs
for AFDC recipients can help reduce their dependence on welfare.
This research is based on controlled demonstrations of innovative
programs developed by states and localities under laws enacted in

and 1992 that give thee increased flexibility to structure
work-related activities in AFDC. GROW is shape by these recent
research findings.
I would like to take this time to describe the major elements ofthe GROW proposal:

Under GROW, parents receiving APDC and children age:. 16 through
19 in families receiving AFDC who have not completed high school
would be expected to attend high school or comperable programs
leading to diploma or its equivalent. Those age 19 or over
may, at state option, satisfy participation requirements by
continuing educational activities leading to a diploma or its
equivalent. Although many individuals who lack a high school
education are self-sufficient, employment prospects are such more
limited for those who do not complete school. Reducing the basic
educational deficiencies of AFDC teenagers is a first step in
reducing welfare dependency.

Other recipients would be required to participate in a variety of
activities which have proven effective in increasing employment
rates among AFDC recipients, including job search, community work
experience programs, remedial education, training under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA), time-limited training d,rected
at immediate employment, and other state-designed activities
approved by the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human
Services.

Because the AFDC population is diverse and varies by locality,
GROW accords states substantial flexibility to shape programs to
best meet the needs of their AFDC populations. States also will
have the flexibility to require job search by applicants because
many who apply for AFDC are work-ready.

Under current law, 'gathers with children under age six generally
are exempt from participation in work-related activities, an
exemption that covers more than half of the AFDC caseload. A
central feature of GROW is that mothers with children under the
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age of six will no longer be exempt from participating in
activities that could had to their self-sufficiency. GROW would
allow stnces to exempt mothers of newborn infants only for a
period cf up to six months after the birth of the child.

Current Laws which define welfare mothers with young children as
*unemployable" maks possible prolonged periods of welfare
dependency and restrict the opportunity to learn job skills and
become self-reliant. GROW is designed to increase the focus on
potential long-term users of welfare who, without increased
attention through GROW, would fall behind in their schooling,
lose valuable opportunities to gain work experience, and raise
Children Who may never know what it means to have a parent who
works. The proposed change in expectations for mothers with
young children also reflects changes in society. About half of
all mothers with children under age three now work at least part
tine.

Demonstrations in several states already have shown that work
programs are effective for women with younger children as well as
for those with older children. Opportunities for welfare sothers
of young children to take part in work and education programs
suet be broadened.

Participation for recipients, including teenagers, will be
mandatory rather than voluntary for two reason.. First,
volunteers are the people most likely to take steps on their own
to integrate themselves into the mainstream of American life;
reform must ensure that those with low esteem and aspirations are
also helped into the mainstream. Second, mandatory participation
sends a message that no one should view a life on welfare as an
alternative to marriage and work. Parents suet understand that
they have the primary responsibility for supporting themselves
and their children.

Necessary support services, including child care and transporta-
tion, will be reimbursed or provided to those in employment and
education activities. A key eleeent of our GROW proposal is our
commitment to providing funding for all necessary child care.
During the past several years, we have been working with states
to develop innovative and useful child care resources ran ng
from in -hose oars by relatives and neighbors to placements in
centers staffed in part by other welfare mothers. We intend to
continue working with states on this issue as more parents with
young children begin participating in work or education
activities.

Data from many sources indicate that low-income mothers, like
those with higher incomes, prefer to entrust the cars of their
children to family, friends, and other informal care providers.
Their preferences are not expected to change, or be changed,
under GROW.

GROW would place authority for AFDC work-related activities in
the Department of Health and Rumen Services and state welfare
agencies. State costs associated with implementing work-related
activities under mow, excluding education and training, together
with necessary supportive services would be matched by federal
funds without limit at the current AFDC administrative rate of 50
percent. These include expenses connected with operating work
activities such as job clubs: orientation, assessments and
referrals; necessary support services such as child care and
transportation: and program administration costa. The open-ended
SO percent federal match fres AFDC administrative funds is
designed to ensure that states have a meaningful financial
investment in structuring cost-effective progress.

Education is not funded out of AFDC administrative funds because
it is primarily the responsibility of state and local govern-
ments. However, the Administration has requested increased
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funding for Adult Education each year fron 1988 to 1992. Adult
Education helps states provide literacy and GED education to
adults, and the almost doubling of the program (from $106 million
in 1987 to $200 million in 1992) should help states implement
GROW. Federal support for training already is provided under the
current JTPA program and other programs, and it will be enhanced
through the AFDC Youth Training program, a Labor Department
proposal giving local areas the option to use JTPA resources to
fashion year-round remedial training programs for youth in AFDC
families. This proposal is also included in the President's
proposed "Trade, Employment, and Productivity Act of 1987."

States will be expected to achieve target participation levels,
phased in over five-year period. Overall, the caseload target
participation level would be 20 percent in FY 1988, 30 percent in
FY 1989, 40 percent in FY 1990, 50 percent in FY 1991 and 60
percent in FY 1992 and beyond. Although both adult and teenage
participants would be counted in this overall standard, there
will be separate higher standards set for the two teenage groups.
The 1992 standard for participation in education will be 80
percent for teen mothers and 90 percent for other recipients who
are teenagers. In 1988, the individual state participation rates
for these groups will be measured, and states than will be
responsible for increasing participation to the 1992 standards in
equal increments each year.

Outcome-oriented standards, such as number of job placements, are
not being proposed initially because they can lead to *creaming"

helping those who would have gotten a job anyway, without
participating in weft-related activities. Cream4eg is possible
in AFDC because so many people stay on the program for a short
period of time. We agree with those who insist that work
programs not just maintain a process, but produce results.
Therefore, we believe that we must develop an information base on
which to formulate outcome-based performance standards. Research
and evaluation funds are provided in GROW to develop outcome-
oriented standards that do lot lead to creaming. Once developed,
these standards will be integrated into GROW.

Sanctions for mosperticipation in work - related activities
essentially are unchanged from current law. However, teenagers
required to remain or return to school will not be sanctioned for
noncompliance. They will be placed in other activities,
including those provided under the AFDC Youth Training program
being proposed by the Labor Department, and sanctioned only if
they then do not comply. This treatment of teens is designed to
ensure everything possible is done to give them the foundation
for being productive, responsible adults.

GROW will cost slightly more th.. it saves in 1988. We project
that by the fifth year of GROW, annual federal expenditures in
AFDC will be 8933 million reflecting our seriousness about
reducing welfare dependency. While this represents a large
federal and state expenditure, we also believe that GROW is an
investment in the future. As a result of GROW, 1110114 recipients
will become economically self-sufficient and leave AFDC and
others will start earning or increasing their earnings, reducing
their dependence on AFDC. By the fifth year, we estimate that
federalAFDC program savings will exceed costs by $517 million
with similar savings in state budgets.

As Congress noted last year in appropriating funds for the WIN
program, the time has come to replace that program with a new
alternative that will be more effective in increasing self-
sufficiency. The GROW program represents an exciting opportunity
for us to put into place just such an alternative. I urge you to
support this proposal.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Dr. Helms.
Mr. Mike Baroody?

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL E. BAROODY, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR POLICY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOMPA-
NIED BY ROBERT T. JONES, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Mr. BAROODY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I, too, am pleased to have this opportunity to present to the com-

mittee the administration's welfare reform proposals, and I am
here to address specifically the AFDC youth initiative which was
developed at the Department of Labor and is contained in the
President's Trade, Employment, and Productivity Act of 1987,
transmitted to Congress last week.

The AFDC youth initiative proposal focuses on young parents re-
ceiving aid to families with dependent children, and on youth in
those families. As Dr. Helms indicated, recent research tells us a
lot about those families and indicates that we should be placing a

h priority on serving both groups.
Some 50 percent of all women on AFDC have their first child as

a teenager. The group at greatest risk of becoming long-term AFDC
recipients is young unwed mothers who enter the welfare system
when their child is less than 3 years old.

Similarly, studies consistently find that children from single-
parent families complete fewer years of school and get lower status
jobs than other children. They are more likely to become single
parents themselves, thus perpetuating the cycle of dependency.

In addition, youth from such households receiving AFDC experi-
ence more difficulty in the labor market than youth from other
low-income households.

With its focus on young people, our proposal is designed to pre-
vent long-term welfare dependency by giving them the skills they
need to become responsible, productive adults, capable of support-
ing themselves and their own children.

Our proposal would amend JTPA, the Job Training Partnership
Act, and the goal of reducing welfare dependency is integral to that
program. The stated purpose of the act is to afford job training to
economically disadvantaged individuals, including people on wel-
fare, to enable them to obtain productive employment.

Our own most recent data show that 42 percent of enrollees in
the JTPA title II-A programs, the block grant programs, were re-
ceiving some form a *Inblic assistance at the time of their enroll-
ment. We estimate that about 158,000 of the 700,000 title II-A en-
rollees in the most recent year for which we have data were wel-
fare or AFDC recipients. Additional recipients are served through
other JTPA programs such as summer youth employment and
training authorized under title II-B of the act.

While welfare recipients form a sizable portion of the clientele
served by JTPA, and a number of States have formed linkages be-
tween welfare work programs and JTPA, we believe that the pro-
gram could do more to reduce long-term welfate dependency.

Furthermore, we think that training and employment programs
can be an effective vehicle for assisting welfare recipients to make
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that transition to self-sufficiency. These programs can be particu-
larly useful when they are addressed to those welfare recipients
teenage parents and dropoutswho are at risk of staying on the
rolls for a long time.

Our AFDC youth proposal emphasizes the need to target re-
sources to this most at-risk population by providing a package of
services more comprehensive than what is now offered under
JTPA.

The aim is to dramatically increase the number of AFDC youth
served under JTPA by modifying title II-B of the act.

Under the traditional program, economically disadvantaged in-
school youth between 16 and 21 years of age are eligible for jobs
during the summer months-14- and 15-year-olds are also eligible.
Under amendments to JTPA that were enacted last year, this work
is now combined with literacy training and remedial education.
Service delivery areas are also encouraged to provide counseling
and other services to help kids remain in school.

Our proposal would add an enriched program option of employ-
ment and training for AFDC youth to the current summer jobs pro-
gram. Service delivery areas would have three options under this
program. They could develop a new, enriched, year-round compo-
nent targeted to AFDC youth; they could continue to carry out the
traditional summer youth joie program; or they could carry out
some combination of the two.

Giving this choice we think is in keeping with the overall JTPA
philosophy of letting States and local areas set service priorities

on their local population, needs and capacities.
It will provide the necessary flexibility for areas with large con-

centrations of AFDC youth and allow service delivery areas to
focus their resources on these new programs.

With the new component, local program operators would have
flexibility to develop both in-school and out-of-school programs.
SDAs electing to operate the new component would be required to
describe in its plan a comprehensive plan of service delivery for the
AFDC population.

The plan would contain the process for assessing the needs of
each participant, including education, training, employment and
social service needs that would be provided.

If assessments indicate that there is a need, the SDA must pro-
vide the following services, where appropriate: basic and remedial
education, drug and alcohol abuse counseling, pregnancy and preg-
nancy prevention counseling, childcare classes, and life skills plan-
ning classes.

Program operators would have a great degree of flexibility in de-
veloping the training and employment component of their AFDC
youth program, and such training could include classroom instruc-
tion, on-the-job training, work experience, job search assistance,
and the like.

Inschool youth could concentrate on learning about the range of
career options open to them, assessing their interests, learning how
to pursue a chosen career, and beginning to develop the basic skills
necessary for such a career.

We have also, in fashioning the program, proposed a new alloca-
tion formula which would be basedconsistent with our efforts to
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target more of the resources on the areas of greatest needwould
be based 50 percent on the number of families receiving AFDC and
50 percent on the number of economically disadvantaged youth. We
believe this formula would direct the funds to where they are most
needed.

We are proposing that the revised program incorporating the
AFDC youth component be funded at $800 million for fiscal year
1988.

Finally, the proposal has been developed in ,se coordination
with the Department of Health and Human Services' GROW pro-
posal. GROW, as you have heard, emphasizes continued schooling
for teens without a high school diploma and participation by other
employable AFDC recipients in a range of education, training and
employment-related activities including JTPA.

The requirements in GROW will ensure that AFDC youth in
greatest need enter JTPA and will also provide essential supportive
services, such as childcare and transportation, for recipients who
enter the AFDC youth program as a result of GROW. Since these
recipients include teen parents, this will be an essential ingredient
to the success of the initiative.

In sum, we believe the AFDC youth training initiative and
GROW, taken together, will help build the skills and self-esteem of
young men and women, allowing young women to see a future for
themselves other than having children when they themselves are
children, giving young men the foundation they need to be fathers
that count, and building stronger families so that these families
and educational institutions, and not the streets, are the strongest
schools.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity and look forward to
answering any questions.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL BAROODY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY, U.S
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to have this op-
portunity to testify before you today on the Administration's welfare reform propos-
als.

The AFDC Youth Initiative developed by the Department of Labor is contained in
the President's "Trade, Employment and Productivity Act of 1987" that was trans-
mitted to Congress last week, and introduced by Congressman Michel as H.R. 1155
and Senator Dole as S. 539. The proposal focuses on young parents receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent Children ("1 ) and youth in AFDC families.

Recent research indicates that we should place a high priority on serving these
two target groups. Some 50 percent of all women on AFDC had their first child as a
teenager. The group at greatest risk of becoming long-term AFDC recipients is
young, unwed mothers who enter the welfare system when their child is less than 3
years old.

Moreover, studies have conaistently found that children from single parent fami-
lies complete fewer years of school and get lower status jobs than other children.
These children are more likely to become single parents themselves, thus perpetuat-
ing cycle of welfare dependency In addition, youths in households receiving

experience more difficulty in the labor market than youth from other low-
income households.

With its focus on youth, our proposal is designed to prevent long-term welfare de-
pendency by giving young people in welfare families the skills they need to become
responsible, productive adults capable of supporting themselves and their children.

Our AFDC Youth proposal would amend the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA). The goal of reducing welfare dependency is integral to JTPA. The stated
purpose of the Act is to afford job training to economically disadvantaged individ-
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ualsincluding persons or members of families on welfareto enable them to
obtain productive employment.

Our most recent data show that 42 percent of enrollees in the JTPA Title II-A
programsthe programs run under the JTPA block grantwere receiving some
form of public assistance at the time of their enrollment. We estimate that 21 per-
cent, or 158,000 of the 700,000 Title II-A enrollees in the most recent year for which
we have data were AMC recipients. Additional AFDC recipients are served through
other JTPA programs, such as the Summer Youth Employment and Training Pro-
gram authorized by Title II-B.

While welfare recipients form a sizable portion of the clientele served by JTPA
programs, and a number of States have formed linkages between welfare work pro-

and JTPA, we believe that JTPA could do more to reduce long-term welfare
Yeapigidency. Furthermore, we believe that training and employment programs can
be an effective vehicle for assisting welfare recipients to make the transition to eco-
nomic self-sufficiency. These programscan be articularl useful when they are ad-
dressed to those welfare recipientsteenage parents and high school dropoutswho
are at-risk or staying on the rolls for a long time.

Our AFDC youth proposal emphasizes the need to target resources to this most at-
risk population by providing a package of services which is more comprehensive
than anything offered previously under JTPA. Its aim is to dramatically increase
the number of AFDC youth served under JTPA by m Title II-B of the Act.

Under the traditional Title program, economically vantaged in-school
youth between 16 and 21 years of age are eligible for subsidized jobs during the
summer months (14 and 15 year olds may be eligible at local option). Under amend-
ments to JTPA that were enacted last year, this work experience is now combined
with literacy training and remedial education. JTPA Service Delivery Areas also
are encouraged to provide counselinz and other services that will enable these
youth to remain in school.

The proposed "AFDC Youth and Summer Employment and Training Amend-
ments of 1987" would add an enriched program option of employment and training
for AFDC youth to the current Title II-B summer youth program. Service Delivery
Arena would have three options under the new Title II-B: they could developa new,
enriched, year-round component targeted to AFDC youth; they could continue to
carry out the traditional summer youth employment program; or they could carry
out some combination of the two. Giving Service Delivery Areas the choice of adopt-
ing the new AFDC youth component is in keeping with the overall JTPA philosophy
of letting states and local areas set service priorities based on their local population,
needs and capacities. It will provide the necessary flexibility for areas with large
concentrations of AFDC youth to focus their resources on this new component,
while enabling areas with low nimbers of AFDC youth to continue to use their re-
sources for the standard summer youth program

Under the new AFDC youth componen local program operators would be able to
develop both in-school and out-of-school programs for AFDC youth. Service Delivery
Areas electing to operate the new component would be required to describe in its job
training plan a comprehensive plan of service for the AMC youth. This plan would
contain: the process for assessing the needs of each participant, including education-
al, training, employment, and social service needs; the services and activities to be
provided to the AFDC youth, the estimated length of time of the services, and the
agencies that will provide them; and the goals to be attained by the participants,
including intermediate success points during participation.

If the assessments indicate that there is a need, the Service Delivery Area must
provide the following services, where appropriate: basic and remedial education,
drug and alcohol abuse counseling, pregnancy and pregnancy prevention counseling,
child care classes, and life skills planning classes.

Program operators would nave a large degree of flexibility in developing the
training and employment component of their AFDC youth program. Such training
could include classroom instruction, on-the-job training, work experience, job search
assistance, employment counseling, and onentation to the world of work. In-school
youth could concentrate on learning about the range of career options open to them,
assessing their interests, learning how to pursue a chosen career, and beginning to
develop the skills necessary for such a career. Of course, these youth would be
strongly urged to remain in school and obtain their high school diploma. Programs
for out-of-school youth could concentrate on getting them to return to school, on
training them for particular careers, or on teaching them how to prepare for, to
apply for and to interview for specific jobs.

Our AFDC Youth legislative proposal also would change the current Title II-B
allocation formula in order to better target funds to the population eligible for the
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AFDC youth and summer employment programs. Currently, the fund distribution
for the summer program is heavily weighted by the level of total dnemployment in
the area. This formula targets resources heavily to areas with high adult unemploy-
ment. Since urban Service Delivery Areas usually contain both pockets of extreme
poverty and very affluent (real with vigorous economies, overall employment condi-
tions are not the best indicator of the intensity of need for youth or AFDC families
Moreover, cyclical changes in unemployment rs...s may cause large funding swings
under the current formula.

The proposed allocation formula would be based 50 percent on the number of fam-
ilies receiving AFDC and 50 percent on the number of economically disadvantaged
youth. We believe this formula will better direct the funds to where they are most
needed.

We. are proposing that the revised program, incorporating the AFDC Youth com-
ponent, be funded at $800 million for Fiscal Year 1988 This represents a $50 million
increase in funding over amounts appropriated for the Suit. -'er Youth Employment
and Training Program for FY 1987.

Our AFDC Youth proposal has been developed in oboe coo-dination with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services' Greater Opportunities Through Work, or
GROW proposal. The GROW proposal emphasizes continued schooling for teens
without a high school diploma, and participation by other employable AFDC recipi-
ents in a range of educational, training, and emplort..nt .elated activities, includ-
ing JTPA programs. The requirements in GROW will ensure that AFDC youth in
greatest need enter JTPA and will also provide essential supportive services, such
as childcare and transportation, for recipients who enter the AFDC youth program
as a result of GROW. Since these recipients include teen parents, this will be an
essential ingreuient to the success of the initiative.

We believe that the AFDC Youth Training initiative and GROW, taken together,
will help brild the skills and self-esteem of young women and men, allowing young
women to t e a future for themselves other than having children when they them-
selves are children, giving young men the foundation they need tr be fathers that
count, and building stronger families so that these families and Rtional institu-
tionsnot the street- are the strongest sch3ols.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify befor du today At this
time I would be pleased to answer any questions that you or your colleagues may
have.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Bode, you mentioned in your testimony that the administra-

tion would create this position in the White House.
Mr. BODE. Mr. Chairman, we were not specific about where the

posft;on would be. Then would be a board established under the
legislation that the President has transmitted to Congress. There
would be a chairman of that board, appointed by the President,
and of course that person, as a Presidential appointee, would be
subject to being called to testify before Congress, and we anticipate
a good deal of congressional oversight.

The legislation and my testimony were not specific as to where
that person would be housed, and of course, the other members of
the board are the various department heads from concerned agen-
cies.

Chairman FORD. Well, let's not talk about where the individual
or the idividuals would be housed. Are you saying that the De-
partment of Health and Human Services would not administer the
new welfare or low-income opportunity program that has been pro-
posed by the administration?

Mr. BODE. The board itself would be responsible for oversight of
these demonstrations tha' ire certified by the board. The various
agencies that administer programs superseded by the demonstra-
tion would be consulted; they would work on it, and we envision
them participating in review. Of course, there are reviews and
audits for these demonstrations.
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So the agencies would be very much involved.
Chairman FORD. The agencies would be involved under your pro-

grambut if my local municipality wanted to conduct a demon-
stration and passed it on to the State, the State would submit it to
this board that would be set up by the President, and that board
not Health and Human Serviceswould make a decision on wheth-
er or not this demonstration would be granted. Is that right?

Mr. BODE. That is right. Health and Human Services Secretary
would be a member of the board. And of course, I believe the legis-
lation specifically refers to requiring advance consultation with the
agencies administering programs that would be affected by such a
proposal prior to the board addressing itself to a demonstration
filing.

Chairman FORD. You have described the administration's propos-
al for the community-based demonstration projects. Let's take
AFDC, for example. If a State put AFDC in a demonstration, you
would continue to give the State the AFDC resources that it is cur-
rently receiving; is thi.t correct?

Mr. BODE. Yes, sir. Also, we would project the expenditures, the
Federal moneys that would go into AFDC, and the State would be
required to put in the money that it otherwise would 'lave been re-
quired tr contribute for AFDC.

Chairman FORD. Am I correct that an individual's entitlement to
AFDC benefits could be eliminated if the State chooses?

Mr. BODE. The State would have flexibility in redirecting assist-
ance. The State could modify not only the form, but eligibility cri-
teria for assistance. But there is a very important requirement in
the legislation.

Chairman FORD. In other words, the AFDC grant or the AFDC
entitlement under this proposal could be eliminated.

Mr. BODE. So long as the essential needs of the low-income popu-
lation are addressed by the proposal. There might be a better way
tk provide assistance to low-income Americans than through one
program or another.

Chairman FORD. In other words, you are suggesting that there
might be a better way than the current process for delivering these
benefits. For example, you would permit the local demonstration to
say, well, John Doe, we are going to double your food stamps. Now,
rather than your eligibility of $200, hypothetically we ale going to
double that to $400. But, as a result, you will not be entitled to
your cash assistance from AFDC. Is that correct? Could this
happen?

Mr. BODE. I do not see how that sort of a proposal would address
the essential needs of the low-income population, sir. You know,
since food stamp coupons are restricted in their usethey can only
be redeemed for groceriesthen a number of the households' es-
sential needs would not be addressed, and I do not see how the
board could certify that sort of a proposal.

Chairman FORD. But Mr. Bode, how would you protect the indi-
viduals' rights from States declaring them ineligible for cash assist-
ance?

Mr. HELMS. Let me respond to that.
Mr. BODE. Sure.
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Mr. HELM& The working group discussed this issue. We consid-
ered the tradeoff between limiting options to allay these concerns
and giving the Governors and the people at the local area the flexi-
bility to design a good program to carry out what they perceived as
a better way to help the poor.

So we put in language that requires that States must come for-
ward with a plan to help the same popula ns that are aided by
the current programs. The board will 1. . at that plan, put for-
ward by the State, to see if it really m : : that purpose.

Mr. BODE. Mr. Chairman, if I mig add, I think eat there is a
protection in that the State m go through its decisionmaking
processes. We are only going be -calking about filings by the
States so the elected represen tives of the people of that State will

be deeply
involved, and of mate the proposal.

T filing that is suf., : mint specifically address how it will
meet the essential needs of the low-income population. Once again
we go back to the maintenance of effort. The money will still have
to be provided from both the Federal and State levels on a par with
what would have been provided otherwise; and of course, the board
must independently certify that those needs are addressed. And
then, of course, we finally get to the point where there will be con-
gressional oversight of demonstration proposals ara Pilings and
those efforts.

d of course, Dr. Helms points out as well, the requirement in
e propoe bill is that any savings or reductions m expenditures

in regul program activities must be redirected to efforts to allevi-
ate poverty. So this is not going to be an effort to siphon moneys
out of these types of programs in order to reroute them to build
bridges or something.

Chairman Foan. Is the low-income population smaller than the
AFDC population, in your view?

Mr. Well, you get into complicated issues of definition
there. If you include not only AFDC benefits but the wide array of
income-tested programs that provide both cash and in-kind support,
there are going to be some States that have benefits above that def-
inition.

Chairman Foam Some Statespardon me, I did not hear you.
Mr. HELMS. That is some States will be giving a benefit package

to some people valued at more than whatever your definition is.
Mr. BODE. Mr. Chairman, are you defining poverty as 100 percent

of the poverty guideline?
Chairman FORD. I am trying to let you define low-incoine and

asking how that definition compares to the current AFDC popula-
tion.

Mr. BODE. Fell, as you know, and I think the report points out,
there are many different definitions that can be used. What we
think is most appropriate is how needs of low-income Americans
are addressed, rather than going by one arbitrary definition or an-
other. And I do not use "arbitrary' in a disparaging way there, but
I am just trying to recognize that that is a reality of any definition
that is applied.

Chairman FORD. How would you evaluate the demonstrations?
Would you require random assignment, or control groups, so that
they could compare the demonstrations to current law?

e
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Mr. BODE. I think some of both, Mr. Chairman. It depends on the
sort of activity being demonstrated. Of course, there is a great deal
to be said for random assignment. However, there are some situa-
tions in which an effort would not make sense with a random as-
signment-type effortsome of the local community efforts at Kenil-
worth-Parkside here, for example. That could not possibly be ex-
perimented with.

Chairman FORD. How would you know whether or not the dem-
onstration is better than current law? How would you make that
determination?

Mr. BODE. Oh, there would be control groups. We anticipate
using control groups in situations where there would not be
random assignment.

Chairman FORD. You would not use random sampling?
Mr. HELMS. Again, we have discussed this problem. Our objective

in including a requirement for evaluation, is that we think these
State-designed programs should be put to the best possible test that
can be designed. We very much desire that the best-quality evalua-
tions be done. When you can do random assignment, or if you can
use a control group, that would be great, but we do not think it is
going to be practical in every case.

But if the State cannot use either method, what we are saying is
that the State should come forward with some other evaluation
plan, and let us look at it. Our intention is to have State programs
evaluated to see to what extent they work.

It is a tough problem, and as a researcher, I have to admit that
there are going to be cases where you are not going to have as good
of a research design as you might like. But that is the case now.

Chairman FORD. The President embraced the work, education,
and training component of the National Governor's Association
welfare reform package. We understand that the Department of
Labor has proposed the youth initiative, which would swap the
summer youth program with, a year-round youth initiative pro-
gram. Funds for this would total $800 million per year, $50 million
more than the summer youth program is currently costing the Fed-
eral Government.

Is that basically what you thought the Governors' work, educa-
tion, and training component involved?

Mr. BAROODY. Mr. Chairman, we are not proposing a swap one
for the other. What we are trying to do with our proposal is create
the additional option of a year-round program or a year-round com-
ponent to the existing program.

Chairman FORD. But the summer youth program targets more
than just the AFDC population.

Mr. BAROODY. Yes, it does. But the new allocation formula for
this program would target better toward AFDC youth by basing 50
percent of the allocation on the presence of AFDC youth in the
area.

Chairman FORD. We would have to admit that you can go beyond
the AFDC population and find low-income youth who are in need
of additional income to make ends meet. But it would not necessar-
ily mean that the children or the mother are receiving AFDC bene-
fits.
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Mr. BAROODY. That is right. And they would conthzlie to be
served under this program, but also are served under the
block grant program, title II-A, and JTPA.

Chairman FORD. Is fir- program a year-round program?
Mr. BAROODY. Title H-A is, yes.
Chairman FORD. I mean the summer youth. The summer youth

is a summer program, but you are proposing a year-round pro-
gram?

Mr. BAROODY. What we are proposing is tin. addition of an option
to service delivery areas that they could build onto the summer
youth program existing now, a year-round component to nre:de
more intense training, to make the young people, the target audi-
ence for this program, to enhance their employability.

Chairman FORD. And only $50 million additional dollars for the
program?

Mr. BAROODY. Well, that brings us to $800 million for this pro-
gram, and that is on top of the block grant program which is al-
ready serving to the tune of about 40 percent this low-income or
AFDC population, combined at about $1.6 billion.

But yes, we think with that $800 million, and with the improved
targeting of that funding, that we can impact about 170,000 AFDC
youth per year. That is a substantial portion of the target popula-
tion, sir.

Chairman FORD in addition to the AFDC recipients who partici-
pate in the summer program?

Mr. BAROODY. No. That is total, sir. This AFDC youth program,
the combination of summer youth with the year-round component,
that we would hope most service delivery areas would adopt, would
serve about 170,000 youth per year.

Chairman FORD. How many participants are there in the
summer youth program under current law?

Mr. BAROODY. About 700,000.
Chairman FORD. About 700,000. Out of the 700,000 do you have

any idea how many are AFDC recipients?
Mr. BAROOLY. About 10 to 15 percent.
Chairman FORD. About 10 to 15 percent.
Mr. BAROODY. Yes, sir.
Chairman FORD. And the other 85 to 90 percent are non-AFDC

recipients; is that correct?
Mr. BAROODY. They would primarily be low income, yes.
Chairman FORD. But would fall within the guidelines of low

income.
Mr. BAROODY. Yes, sir.
Chairman FORD. And you are proposing to fund the youth initia-

tive with only an additional $50 million. And the State can deter-
mine whether or not it should be a year-round program for the
AFDC population, and the AFDC population alone. In some States
it would not include other low-income individuals at all.

Mr. BAROODY. I want to stress, if I may, sir, the importance of
our efforts to tarrAltis spending now more directly toward those
areas where the youth population is there to be served. And
the combination of that better targeting and some additional funds
we think will allow us to snrve this population much more directly
and much more effectively.
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Chairman FORD. Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, I want to talk more about how we can improve the

use of food stamps.
Let me frame the question this way. What we are trying to do

with this legislation, and past legislation as well, is to find a way to
provide incentives for people to improve themselves through train-
ing, education, and productive work and the values that go along
with these. Some of the success stories we have all heard have been
ones in which public programs have provided that incentivethat
is, somebody does better, comes out better, if they improve them-
selves, than someone who does not. That is a little oversimplified,
but I think it sums up the thrust of what we are now trying to do
with the Nation's employment and training programs.

My understanding is that food stamp recipients have not really
been involved in the programs that provide work incentives and
that the reason they are not involved is related to how the food
stamp program is funded.

I would like your thoughts on whether that is an accurate obser-
vation. And if you think there is some validity to the observation,
give us your views on how we can encourage the use of food stamps
in a program that provides work incentives.

Mr. BODE. Mr. Brown, I think you are absolutely right. The fact
that the food stamp program is paid for exclusively by the Federal
Government, administered by the States, with the States providing
less then half of the administrative costs of that program, makes
for a number of incentives that are, in my view, perverse.

I think it is well-known that the accumulation of all welfare ben-
efits fi .;quently cause work disincentives. We furthermore have a
perverse incentive through the food stamp program where, because
of the administrative responsibilities and benefit responsibilities of
the Federal Government, the States have been very slow to pick up
on job search and employment and training activities. We had
grants for job search efforts for food stamp recipients, not in
AFDC, that a number of States simply declined to accept and un-
dertake ti hose job search activities.

We are now working to implement a change in the 1985 food
stamp law to require each State to have soma employment and
training activities, still providing States discretion in how to imple-
ment those.

Another important incentive to keep in mind, as I know that
many members of this subcommittee have been very concerned
about, is State levels of AFDC benefits. The fact that the food
stamp program is all Federal money actually works as a disincen-
tive for States to raise benefits through cash assistance programs.

So there are many incentives, many of them perverse in the way
they operate. The President's proposal for demonstration projects
to examine fundamental realignment of our Nation's overall wel-
fare system will enable us to clean out those perverse incentives
and do a better job of efficiently providing assistance to those in
need.

We think this is the way to look at a clean start on this array of
complex programs.
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Mr. BROWN. Let me have a go at summing up what we are look-
ing at here. The food stamp program is a 100-percent federally
funded program. Thus, State and local governments have very
little cost in delivering food stamp benefits to welfare recipients.
Now if the State and local governments want to create an employ-
ment and training program to encourage work, they stand to save
very little money even if they are successful in getting people off
the program. The incentives are wrong.

Mr. Bola. Yes. The States have been reluctant to pick up some of
those efforts or otherwise to improve administration of the food
stamp program. I think it is more than just employment and train-
ing activities, because of the fact the State does not have any bene-
fits involved. That is why we think examining a fundamental re-
alignment of the whole array of programs would be very appropri-
ate.

Mr. BROWN. Let me ask, what would be the problem with provid-
ing either an incentive for States to integrate food stamps into a
work program by using a direct payment from the Federal Govern-
ment, or by sharing the savings That result from a food stamp work
program?

Mr. BODE. Well, we are doing some of that in improvements we
have made in the 1985 farm bill in the area of employment and
training. It provides for some 100-percent moneys from the Federal
Government for employment and training activities. And of course,
the States then would match additional expenditures required in
employment and training in this required program. So there is
some progress being made there.

Mr. BROWN. Are you noticing a strong reaction to that?
Mr. BODE. Well, we frankly are still in the process of implement-

ing it. Our final regs are out. We have just received our plans from
the States. I think there is a good deal of enthusiasm and it holds
great promise, but nothing is on the ground, woz king, now, that I
can point to as a success.

Mr. BROWN. A major purpose of the administration's welfare
reform proposals is to encourage innovation. To do this, you are
proposing to create a board that would review proposals for States
and grant waivers of existing requirements. Why not simply adjust
those requirements themselves? Why not simply grant the flexibil-
ity by statutorily removing the requirements, rather than delegat-
ing that to a board?

Mr. BODE. Mr. Brown, I believe that across the administration,
we are very eager to make improvements in the programs where
the evidence is present that a change of one sort or another would
indeed be an improvement. And that is why Dr. Helms and Mr
Baroody have talked about specific improvements that we feel can
be made.

But in addition to that, we think it is appropriate that we step
back and take more of a long-term look at how we can better ad-
minister the whole array of programs that make up our welfare
system and invite States to do a better job, as so many Governors
have told us they can if they just had the flexibility, and let us
evaluate those efforts and look for further improvements that can
be made from that kind of fundamental realignment where it
proves to be successful.

", ,.."1 (1
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Mr. BROWN. If I understand what you are saying, you are not cp-
to adjusting the statutory

gctlistecylou think that State demonstrations are the way to pinpoint
requirements of welfare programs,

what the needed statutory changes ought to be?
Mr. BODE. Yes, sir. In fact, we are proposing some.
Mr. BROWN. I understand that.
Mr. HELMS. With proposals by both the Labor Department and

HHS; we are seeking improvements for the AFDC population. But
"up from dependency" deals with a broader problem and we are
proposing to set up a system that would allow for greater experi-
mentation across all of the programs that are directed toward the
low-income population.

Mr. BROWN. Meeting the basic needs of low-income citizens, as
the chairman pointed out a few minutes ago is an essential ingredi-
ent if we are going to get bipartisan welfare reform legislation. You
touched on an important point in asking how do we ensure that
the basic needs of people who qualify for these programs are going
to be met.

If I understood your answer, that is one of the things you are
going to require in the application, and one of the things on which
you will base your approval. My guess is that to sell this in Con-
gress, we are going to need some statutory protection of basic bene-
fits.

Do you have some thoughts on what statutory language might be
included in the bill that would provide that guarantee, other than
what we have discussed so far.

Mr. BODE. Well, Congressman, I believe that the legislation that
the President transmitted in talking about the criteria that are
used in reviewing these filings by the States requires and talks
about how essential needs of the low-income population are ad-
dressed. That must be shown. So it is in the proposed statute, in
the bill that we have sent forward.

We would have a concern about any mechanical sort of formula,
because it would have the effect of greatly restricting flexibility in
terms of how those needs are addressed. That is a concern.

Mr. BROWN. Let me ask just one other question. We talked about
training programs and job programs and so on. In your review,
have you found some shining successes? Have you found some pro-
grams you can point to that you believe have been exceptionally
successful?

Mr. HEuls. The successful findings come out of the WIN demon-
strations, that have been carried out and studied in several loca-
tions across the country.

Dick Nathan has testified on the Senate side on these findings,
pointing outas have GAO reports that these programs do work.
In particular, requiring people to participate, often through the use
of individual contracts does work. If you get to the recipient and
say, "Look, we are willing to provide you with needed support serv-
ices if you agree to participate in either a training or job program."
The indication is that when people are required to do it, one, they
like it, and also they are positive about the experience and also
that they get jobs, and they tend to actually get off of the rolls.

So we think there is good evidence that our proposed program
will work. We are trying to promote through the GROW proposal,
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incentives for States to increase participation; in work programs
and through the welfare reform demonstration proposal, to give
States a broader chance to go out and experiment with more pro-
grams than just AFDC.

Mr. BODE. Mr. Brown, if I might add quickly, we have had some
very positive experience with the concept of workfare as it is ap-
plied to the food stamp population of work registrants, which are
more male, many more of them are single, and there are some sig-
nificant differences in the population than some other programs.
But we have had some good success in enhancing job skills, in
moving those people off of the rolls and into productive employ-
ment more quickly than otherwise would have beef the case.

Mr. BROWN. The information I have received is that some of
these programs involve make-work jobs that require little produc-
tive work; that the programs are often not well-administered; and
that, frankly, they sometimes teach people the wrong lessons about
workthat they can show up and get a paycheck without working
hard.

Other programs have been terrific. So these programs vary
widely in quality, some are horrible, and some are outstanding. So
I am wondering

Mr. HEuts I would agree.
Mr. BROWN [continuing]. What do you envision we must do to

make more of the programs outstandingor is that possible?
Mr. HELMS. We put into the GROW proposal a 50-percent match

so the States have a financial incentive to make their programs
work. Also participation rates are mandatory, and will increase
over time. There are also some penalties if States do not meet the
participation targets.

One of the reasons for the failure of some of these programs is
that they are voluntary. This is consistent with the original Ell-
wood evidence that most people who go onto AFDC stay on for a
short period of time and get off.

There are some obviously very motivated people who have had
work experience and who become AFDC recipients because of a di-
vorce or separation. When they get their feet back on the ground
and get back into the job market, they find employment and leave
the rolls.

If you Live a voluntary program, it apparently appeals to those
people who we predict are more motivated, have more job experi-
ence and are more apt to get a job any way.

We think the States have to make a stronger push to get the
longer term, hardcore recipient involved in the program. That is
the evidence that came out of the WIN demos. The evidence is that
work programs help most the people who need the help the most
those with the least work experience, the least education, and so
on.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly?
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you, gentle-

men.
Just before I begin my questioning, Mr. Bode, you just comment-

ed to Mr. Brown that accumulation of all welfare benefits caused
disincentive to work.
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I would probably say that that is a correct statement some years
ago. However, with the rate of inflation, we know that except for
the State of Alaska, if you put AFDC benefits plus welfare benefits
together, such as energy assistance, food stamps, all States but
Alaska have an accumulation rate that means that these people
are living under the poverty rate in their various States.

I come at this as a supporter of welfare reform because I feel
that when we put AFDC benefits together with all other benefits,
we are forming an underclass that is not wanting to stay on be-
cause things are so good, but because they are locked out of the
system because of living in poverty, being really removed from
those helps that get you out of poverty. That is the case that Dr.
Helms just referred to, the hardcore, the young person, the illiter-
ate person, the person with a child.

So I hope we can set that thought aside that there still are a lot
out there who are not working because things are so good on AFDC
plus benefits.

Mr. BODE. Yes, ma'am. I think one thought that came through in
so many of the discussions of the working group was that there are
about as many different situations and motivations in the low-
income community as there are people.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Oh, granted.
Mr. BODE. And these sweeping generalizations that we tend to

make in trying to be a little more succinct in responding to ques-
tions can sometimes be misleading. What we are trying to say is
that that is one factor that I believe some of the research has dem-
onstrated, but there are many factors at play.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, sir.
Dr. Helms, I would like to refer to your testimony on page 4.
A key element of our GROW proposal is our commitment to providing funding for

all necessary childcare. During the past several years, we have been working with
States to develop innovative and useful child care resources.

I came a little late, but am I right that you see the out-of-home
activities increasing from 20 to 60 percent under GROW?

Mr. HELMS. Yes. That is our State requirement.
Mrs. KENNELLY. All right. But I have figures here showing me

that in 1986, 23 States provided fewer children with childcare serv-
ices than in fiscal year 1981. When inflation is factored in, 29
States spent less for childcare than in 1981.

So I think we agree we have got a real problem l'ere. Whether
we work with the States or we do not work with the States, we
have got a real prnblem when we come to day-care, fitting it in as a
meaningful piece of welfare reform.

Mr. HELms. But we wrote into the GROW requirements that nec-
essary child care be made available. We are committing, as I said,
$2.4 billion over 5 years, and a substantial part of the suport serv-
ice funds are for childcare. It is essential that there be substantial
funds for childcare if we propose these participation rates and drop
the age requirement for exemption of parents from those with chil-
dren under 6 years down to those with children under 6 months.

Mrs. KENNELLY. I cannot go any further than 3 years, but as Mr.
Bode said, we all disagree.

r-
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Mr. Hnus. Well, I think 3 years is better than 6, because as you
know, most women are working now, even the ones with very
young children. Around 50 percent of women with children under 3
are now working.

But I would ask people to, before they get locked in on 3 years, to
remember the problem we are trying to address. About 1.5 million
people are now kept out of the pool because of the 6-year require-
ment. In other words, they are not required to participate in any
work, training, or education program.

So I would ask people to look at GROW very carefully before de-
ciding on a participation cutoff of 3 years, because remember the
problem we are trying to get at. You have a situation of a young
mother with a kid, up to 6 months, but let us say under 3 years.
There is a great deal of latitude in the GROW proposal. I think
that it fits in very well with our welfare reform proposal which is
intended to encourage self-help project& Our proposal would pro-
vide States the latitude to set up programs for training and to get
people back into high school. As a matter of fact, in our propose'
there are higher participation rates for young mothers and AFDC
children aged 16 to 18. If they do not have a high school education
we would require that they continue in high school. Otherwise the
State would have to get them involved in something.

It is important to get people involved in some kind of CWEP pro-
gram or other work-related program, or even some volunteer work
with something that is approved by the State.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Dr. Helms, my disagreement on the 6 months
vis-a-vis my choice of 3 years is not that I do not think the mother
should be allowed to go out or regain her dignity to support her
own family and increase self-sufficiency; that is not my argument
over whether the child should be left at 6 months or 3 years, be-
cause as you said, we know that mothers are leaving children who
are not on AFDC and going out to work.

My problem, picking the 3 years rather than the 6 months, is
that I think I am trying to be realistic. Knowing the vast need for
day-care today, knowing what can be done a...d provided, I just
think if we try to start at 6 months, we are giving ourselves an ab-
solutely staggering goal, and it may be unworkable, because we
know where the level of day-care is now and how far we would
have to go up.

I am just trying to be realistic in my goals, not that I am picking
when a mother should leave or not leave.

So let us go on with this. On page 4, you continue to say,
Data from many sources indicate that low-income mothers, like thcr° with higher

incomes, prefer to entrust the care of their children to family, frier is, and other
informal care providers.

Now, Dr. Helms, I would put a period after "prefer to entrust the
care of their children to family and friends." I think that is univer-
sally accepted, that if your mother is young enough to take care of
your children, you much prefer to leave them with your mother, or
your aunt, or someone available in the family who has a love for
that child.

Mr. HELMS. Yes.
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Mrs. KENNELLY. In the real world today, if that mother is health
and maybe 50 to 60, she is working. The availability of family for
rich or poor is no ionger there. Yes, you would prefer it, but it not
necessarily there for the middle-income person any more than the
poorer-income person.

I put the period there because I have some problem with "other
informal care providers" and therefore I would have to change the
word from "prefer" to "forced" because I think we have a situation
in these United States where we do not have adequate day-care,
and some people are forced to accept circumstances for day-care
that are not of the caliber they might want.

Therefore, if we just gloss over it and say these people that we
are going to get into a contractual agreement with can fmd some
relative to take care of the child, and we will go on with our pro-
gram, I think we have got to very careful with that. I think I want
to make sure that anything we go forth with really has meaningful
day-carefunds provided to bring this forth so we can get a day-
care program in this country, and I really do not want to be part of
an effort that brings forth welfare refo "m and does not address this
in a meaningful way.

Chairman FORD. Would the gentle.-.-sman yield?
Mrs KENNELLY. Certainly.
Chairman FORD. Maybe you would have some numbers on that.

We are talking about infant care, which I would have to think
would cost more than child. Do you ha \e any numbers on what it
would cost for infant care for a mother who is going back to work
or into some training program? Would infant care cost more than
child care?

Mr. HELMS. I do not think we have any separate numbers on the
cost of infant care. I will have my staff look into that. We do have
some estimates about what the childcare component of our cost es-
timate is and how we developed the estimate. I would be glad to
provide it for the record.

Chairman FORD. Would you do that for the subcommittee? Look
at childcare and your plan to require work by mothers of 6-month-
old infants and see what infant care would cost as well?

Mr. HELMS. Yes.
[The following was subsequently received:]
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INFANT AND CHILD CARE

Arrangements

Census surveys show that employed mothers with young children
rely more on informal child care -- cars by family, friends and
neighbors -- than on more formal group arrangements.

According to the 1984-85 Survey of Income and Program Participa-
tion (SIPP), the primary care arrangement for children under age
3 with employed mothers is care by a relative (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, May 1987). According-to SIPP data, among infants and
toddlers, care by relatives accounts for 54.4 percent of the
child cars arrangements for children under age 1 and 50.2 percent
of the child care for children 1 and 2 year old with employed
mothers.

About 32 percent of infants and toddlers under age 3 are cared
for in their own home or in another home by a nonrelative. A
relatively small percentage of child care provided to preschool
chile n of employed mothers is provided through formal group
child care arrangements (14.1 percent of children under 1 and
17.2 percent of children 1 and 2 years old).

Among single working mothers, one finds a significant difference
in arrangements depending on whether the mother is employed full-
time or part-time. As the table below shows, single mothers
employed part time rely more extensively on child care by
relatives than single mothers employed full time. (More detailed
data by age are not available.)

ShildCaraisnawilintscfEmaanslAatlitra
with Children tinder Five Years

Total Relative

Nonrelativo
in Child's
or Anothsr's

Home
Group
Care

Single
Mothers
Employed 100% 36 32 32
Full -Time

Single
Mothers
Employed 100% 63 19 18
Part-Time

Source: SIPP, 1984-85

More than a third of mothers working fc11-time in managerial and
other white collar jobs use formal group care for children under
5 while only about 15 percent of mothers working full-time in
service and blue collar occupations use such care.
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The data also show that much of the child care provided to
preschool children of mothers who work is provided without cash
payments or, when payments are made, at modest amounts. These
findings are consistent with the heavy reliance by mothers of
preschool age children on informal family cars and the low rates
of use of expensive formal group care.

The 1984-85 SIPP data show that 59 percent of employed mother
families with children under 1, 48 percent with children 1 and 2
years old, and 43 pgrcent with children 3 and 4 years old do not
pay for child care. 4 Since so many families do not pay anything
for child care, the average annual child care expenditures -- by
families of all income levels -- are only $855 for children under
1, $1000 for children 1 and 2 years old and $1100 for children 3
and 4 years old.

The amounts paid seem to differ more significantly depending upon
whether the mother is workil.; full time or part time, than upon
the age of the youngest child. The average annual expenditure
for employed mothers working pa.t-time with children under 5 isabout $400.

Administration Estimates

The Administration child care estimates are based on estimated
expenditures by lower-income working mothers of preschool-age
children. (Since there was little difference depending on
whether the children were infants or preschoolers, we did not
develop separate estimates for infants.) As noted above, the
surveys show that employed mothers with young children rely on
informal child care more than on formal day care center
arrangements. Our pricing assumes that when it is available,
mothers will continue to favor informal and family care for their
young children.

Overall, we have assume. that there will be substantial increased
expenditures for child care as a result of involving families
with young -hildren in mandatory work, training and education
programs. The higher demands for preschool and infant child care
are reflected in our Federal child care cost estimates.

(millions)
FY88 FY89 FY90 FY91 FY92

AFDC $40 $101 $201 $296 $398

These costs represent one half of estimated total cost, with
states providing a like amount. The child care funding is based
on a 50/50 Federal/state match and is open-ended, i.e. the
Federal contribution is equal to state spending regardless of
amount.

1Nonpayers include families not paying cash, and families
where only immediate family members cared for the child.
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Chairman FORD. I am sorry. Thank you, Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Dr. Helms, if you could share with us -3me of

those real sources that you allude to there. We had a case in my
State recentlyI am from Connecticutjust last week where five
children, two and under, died in a fire. One woman was taking care
of those children. I am not going to go into the facts of the matter,
but one woman has difficulty taking care of five children, two and
under. I mean, compare that to the situation whe-' someone has
triplets, and the whole neighborhood comes in and helps because
this is such an unheard of thing to try to do.

These are the things I worry about. Now, Dr. Helms, I do not
want you to think and I do not want the representatives of the ad-
ministration to think that I am throwing up road blocks. I am not.
In fact, I get very excited when I think that there is something we
can do when we talk about meaningful work, not work, but mean-
i, Ail work.

One of the programs we have seen successful in our communities
are teachers aides, where the women of the community go into the
classrooms and help the teachers. I get excited when I think how
we c n get warner out of their homes, into day-care centers as
aides. Everybody is much better off.

So I am not putting up road blocks. But I do really want to raise
that red flagwe have had 18 months of hearings, but now that we
are serious about welfare reformthat that day-care piece is
credibly important; and nobody, rich or poor, middle-income, wants
to leave their children in inadequate day-care. And I think that is
going to be a big piece that you have got to look at, and we have
got to look at, and we have got to make sure it is adequately
funded, or we are going to fool a lot of people, and we are going to
lose a lot of credibility.

Mr. HELMS. Okay. Thank you.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin?
Mr. LEVIN. Th.,nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Helms, you say on page 1 at the bott "Recent research

also shows that employment and training programs for AFDC re-
cipients can help reduce their dependence on welfare."

I believe that the chairman and everyone on th subcor, mittee
and on the entire committee would agree with that statemer f.,.

Let me now, if I might, talk with you and your colleagues about
resources. We began this a few weeks aPo when you were here with
the Secretary.

First of all, on the conversion of the summer program to an
AFDC youth program, the amount of resources today are about
$750 million if you do not include the resci -sion. And your proposal
would increase it to $800 million, so there would be a net gain of
about $50 million. According to CBO, the number of enrollees
would diminish from 626,000 to 458,000. That is understandable be-
cause the enrollees would be under the new program in for more
than the summer, so you have a net loss in terms of the number of
people served.

Mr. BAROODY. But it is our expectation that the decline would be
much less, from about 700,000 to something on the order of 620,000
to 625,000. It is less of a decrease than you state, sir.
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Mr. LEVIN. All right. This is th' CBO figureor, is this the De-
partment of Labor figure? It is an "Employment and Training Ad-
ministration Overview." I think it is your budget presentation. It
shows a diminution from 626,000 to 458,000.

Well, anyway, my main point is going to be the same. There is a
decrease in the numbers served and only about $50 million more.

All right. Now we go over to the overall budget figures and to
the worker adjustment program. That is going to be $980 million,
and it is for dislocated workers. About 142,000 people would be
served, Mr. Chairman, 142,000. I think these are your own figures.

Now, what we have in essence is a net increase for worker train-
ing of about $1 billion. But that includes dislocated workers, a
much broader category than AFDC recipients.

The GROW program has no money in it for training, no new
money in it for training. It has money for day-care and support
services, Mr. Chairman. Mrs. Kennelly was just discussing that.
And it is interesting that your figures show an increased cost to
the Government of only $8 million in 1988 because you are going to
save so much through the program; and then for 1989, a diminu-
tion of $29 million; and $110 million less in 1990.

N'w, CBO says that the cost in 1988 will be $89 millionthis is
just for support servicesfor 1989, $244 million, and for 1990, $384
million.

So there is a poscima increase in cost from the GROW program,
if you believe CBO, of someth!ng significant.

Now, I would like to know w' ere the money is going to come
from for the GROW participank for training and retraining.
Where is it going to come from?

Mr. BAROODY. I will defer to Dr. I- elms in a moment. But Mr.
Levin, on the worker adjustment program, it is our estimate that
we are going to serve something on the order of 700,000 in contrast
to the figure, I think, of 142,000 that you cited. We do expect to
serve a much larger population than those numbers indicate.

Mr. LEVIN. All right. How many of those would oe AFDC recipi
ents, and how many would be those dislocated workers not on
AFDC?

Mr. BAROODY. Well, the worker adjustment program is targeted
toward those who are in the employment stream but laid off or af-
fected by dislocation, so they would--

Mr. LEVIN. Okay. Excellent. Just put a period there.
So the $980 millionyou have heard this, Dr. Helmsis aimed

at those who are in the workstream. There is not one, single penny
more in the GROW program for training and retraining. Where is
the money going to come from?

Mr. HELMS. As I said in my testin_inyI am not sure you were
herewe have estimated $110 million in costs for the first year
and a total of $2.4 billion in costs over 5 years. This is set up as an
open-ended match, so the budgeted figure is only an estimate.

Mr. LEVIN. That is for support service.
Mr. HELMS. Yes; and for certain work activities.
Mr. LEVIN. Now, where is the money coming from for training

and retraining?
Mr. HELMS. You are right. Those costs have got to come out of a

reallocation of funds in the Labor Department.
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Mr. LEVIN. No, no, no. Mr. Baroody, you said that 2 weeks ago.
You said it is the Labor Department. Now, Mr. Baroody has made
it very clear that the $980 million is aimed at people presently in
the workstream. That is his testimonyand I very much support
that program, Mr. Baroody, and I laud itbut what is going on
here, well, I will characterize it after you have finished. I think it
speaks for itself.

I want Dr. Helms to tell us where the money is coming from for
training and retraining under the GROW program. Do not just say
"the Laoor Department." Where is it coming from?

Mr. HELMS. Look, let us not be apologetic about this. We de-
signed

Mr. LEVIN. Be what?
Mr. HELMS. I am not being apologetic about this thing. We defi-

nitely think them should be a State responsibility for funding edu-
cation. We designed our proposal to provide for support sefvices
and work-related activities. AVe think that education and training
is primarily a State responsibilityas it has traditionally been.

We have provided in the budget for $2.4 billion over 5 years in
GROW to fund both support services, such as day-care and trans-
portation and other employment related activities.

Let me get back to the CBO estimates, if I might; you asked
about that

Mr. LEVIN. Just so it is clear. You want to talk now about the
CBO estimate of the support services, right? They disagree. You
find a net cost of $8 million on support services next year, and then
a savings of $29 million after support services because of savings in
the program from people going into the workstream.

I agree that there are going to be some savings. I think you mis-
characterized, if I might say so, the experience of work programs.
The most successful work programI think so far under WINhas
been Massachusetts, which does not have a mandatory work re-
quirement.

But, be that as it may, I think there has been some success
through WIN demo programs, and I think, the gentleman from
Colorado, the gains have been modest but discernible, distinct.

We can argue over the CBO estimates of the savings and how
much support services will cost. I think they are going to cost
mut..ii more than you thinkday-care, transportationyou do not
even mention health. CBO thinks they are going to cost more. But
before you talk about that, I want you to be clear, if I may ask
youI think you are being clearthere is no new money for the
GROW program for training and retraining, and your answer is
that it is going to come from the States. Isn't that it'?

Mr. HELMS. Well, let me also point out that the GROW program
would pay for a number of job-related activities such as job clubs,
job development, CWEP, grant diversion, and like kinds of things.

Mr. LEVIN. But no money for training and retraining and educa-
tion, right? Say "yes" or "no".

Mr. HELMS. No.
Mr. LEVIN. Okay.
Mr. BARt,ODY. Mr. Levin, just want to make sure that we are

clear. The administration': ljustment program which is, as we
agreed, focused on dislocatt. l workers is certainly not the only
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training exercise we are involved in. And the Labor Department
does fund, as I alluded to earlier, the JTPA block grant program at
$1.6 billion and the Job Corps program, perhaps more relevant still
to the population we are talking about--

Mr. LEVIN. What is the coverage of the Job Corps Program? How
many enrollees are there today?

Mr. BAROODY. There are about 40,000 slots that serve about
70,000 kids.

Mr. LEVIN. Okay. And you talk about participation rates, Dr.
Helms, and I think this is one of the critical points, Mr. Chairman.
You talked, Dr. Helms, about participation rates. This is in the
GROW program, mandated-20 perceui, in 1988, 30 percent in 1989,
40 percent in 1990, and you have not provided a single dollar more
for training and retraining for these State programs. And, Mr. Bar-
oody, I respect where you are coming from

Mr. HELMS. Let me say we do have a $200 million incre&se in
comprehensive education for disadvantaged children.

Mr. LEVIN. For disadvantaged children?
Mr. HELMS Yes.
Mr. LEvng. That is title I. And you want to abolish vocational ed,

or reduce it.
Mr. Baroody, I respect the Job Corps program, but you are talk-

ing about 40,000 people. How many households are on AFDC now,
Dr. Helms? It is 3.5 million, isn't it?

Mr. HELMS It is 3.8 million.
Mr. LEVIN. And 40,000 in the Job Corps. What percentage of the

unemployed have been covered by JTPA so far, Mr. Baroody?
Mr. BAROODY. I do not readily have the answer to that, sir.
Mr. LEVIN. It is under 10 percent, isn't it?
Mr. BAROODY. We have been trying to serve and approximating

something short of 1 million people a year. I think that puts you
well above the 10 percent, but it is certainly not 100 percent, Mr.
Levin.

Mr. LEVIN. Well, it is closer to 10 percent than 100 percent, isn't
it?

Mr. BAROODY. Yes.
Mr. LEVIN. Okay. So, just so we understand, you have a dislocat-

ed worker program of $980 millionand we will find out where
this figure came frombut it is in no way going to cover most dis-
located workers. It is not intended to go into AFDC. There is not a
penny more for the GROW program.

This is the challenge before this subcommittee and the commit-
tee and the administration, Dr. Helms.

Mr. BAROODY. Mr. Levin, forgive me. I do not seek to get into a
debate. We do not suggest that the dislocated worker program will
serve every dislocated worker. We do think that the program is de-
signed to serve most of those who can benefit from services, and
700,000 would be a substantial proportion of the total annual an-
ticipated population of dislocated workers, certainly more than
half.

Mr. LEVIN. Okay. That is a different issue because it does not
relate to the AFDC recipients.

Thank you very much, M. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. Thank ycu.
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Let me follow up with respect to dislocated workers and the
AFDC populationwhat are the age requirements for participants?
Age 16 through 19, 16 through 18?

Mr. BAROODY. The AFDC youth proposal is designed to serve
people 16 through 21; at a local option, 14 to 15 year-olds might
also be served.

Chairman FORD. How does this relate to JTPA? Mr. Levin has
already talked about only 10, 12 percent of the unemployed Ameri-
cans are impacted by JTPA. How will you tie JTPA in to that core
group of AFDC recipients in need of assistance? In the past JTPA
has not addressed the hardcore unemployable AFDC recipient.

Mr. BAROODY. It has been focused and has had a goal of serving
about 40 percent young disadvantaged. But you are right, Mr.
Chairman, that is not equivalent to hard-core AFDC youth.

Chairman FORD. Well, I am not speaking of AFDC youth. I am
talking about the hardcore head of the household now.

Mr. BAROODY. Well, again, the program's goals are to identify
and serve particularlyand I think it has met to a certain degree
our goalsfor serving disadvantaged women who would dispropor-
tionately be single female heads-of-household.

Chairman FORD. That has not been true in my district at all. I
am familiar with the PIC and JTPA. We have not found that to be
the case, not only in my area, but you have not found that to be
the case anywhere in this country. I certainly support the JTPA
program, but I am not convinced that JTPA is going to reach down
far enough to that hardcore AFDC population, that mother who is
probably deficient in education, has not received a high school di-
ploma or a degree equivalent to a high school diploma, who needs
not only education but needs the proper training order to move
into the work force. And the Job Training Partnership Act has not
in the past really gone out to the core group.

Mr. BAROODY. And the proposal we have brought forward for dis-
cussion today clearly is designed on its own terms. It is targeted
directly toward the younger AFDC-dependent familiesthat is,
young teenage parents and the children of AFDC parents. They are
the definition of that hardcore unemployed or unemployable who
will continue the cycle unless we intervene now to break that cycle
by providing them enhanced employability. That is what the pro-
gram, our AFDC youth initiative, is entirely designed and directed
toward. That is the proposal before us today.

The JTPA proposal generally is designed not exclusively to serve
youth, but certainly to serve youth. Maybe I have lost sight of your
question, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman FORD. The Governors' Association proposal would cost
about $800 million to $1 billion to implement. The President em-
braced the proposal, but I am not sure he embraced the revenue
aspect of the bill.

In order to put a work, education, and training component in
placeam I correct that it would cost about $800 million to $1 bil-
lion? Is it true that the administration will oppose the Governors'
proposal if it is an $800 million price tag on it?

Mr. BAROODY. The proposal that we have put forward does not
have that--
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Chairman FORD. I am speaking of the Governors' Association
proposal, the one that the President last week embraced. The work,
education, and training component of the Governors' Association
proposal.

Mr. HELMS. At this point, we are very interested. As the Presi-
dent, told the Governors, he supports it in concept. I would point
out that our estimates of GROW costs get to the $1 billion figure in
about 3 years, anyway. So while there is some difference in terms
of amount of money, but I do not think it is great.

Mr. :3onx. Mr. Chairman, if I might add, I understand that what
the President embraced specifically was the concept of a contractand a sense of recognition of mutual responsibilities and obliga-
tions, and commended the Governors for that effort in recognizingthat.

Chairman FORD. What about a national benefit standard? Will
the administration support a national standard?

Mr. HELists. Well, we have not seen all the details of the Gover-
nors' proposal yet, but I do not think they are necessarily propos-
ing a national standard as they are a standardized methodology
and we are certainly willing to look at such a proposal.

Chairman FORD. I was not speaking of just what the Governors
have proposed. This committee might include a national standardin its bill.

Mr. HELMS. As part of our "up from dependency" study we went
around the country and talked to many people, to States and so on,
and I would point out that the administration does not favor set-
ting any kind of national standard. We very natal think that that
should be set on a local basis. And the President's welfare reform
proposal would allow States much more flexibility in setting their
own standards.

Chairman FORD. You would agree that in some States, there has
been a decline in real AFDC benefits of 30, 40, ever 50 percent, and
that some of the States have low grant !payments to AFDC recipi-
ents.

Mr. HELMS. I do not know the precise numbers, but yes, there
has been some decline in real benefits, especially when, Mr. Chair-
man, one looks exclusively at cash assistance, because the total
amount of public assistance that is provided in the form of cash as
a percentage of public assistance efforts has aeclined tremendously
over the years. Much more assistance is provided in the form of
services or in-kind benefits, rather than in the form of cash.

So, by confining ourselves to an examination of cash assistance,
we are only looking at part of the picture.

Chairman FORD. As chairman of this subcommittee, I appreciate
the fact that the administration is on record in support of a welfare
reform package. We may disagree in certain areas, but we certain-
ly appreciate the administration working with the subcommittee
and other members of this Congress in trying to develop a welfare
reform package that will respond to the needs of the welfare popu-
lation.

I think it is clear that the administration supports welfare
reform. I know that many of us who serve on this committee as
well as on the full committee applaud the administration's empha-
sis on this issue.
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I have some problems with what the administration has pro-
posed, but at the same time I know that the administration will
work with us over the next 2 or 3 months that we will be able to
report a bill out.

I am not certain that we can report a bill out that is budget-neu-
tral. I certainly would hope and trust that Dr. Bowen over at HHS
as well as Mr. Hobbs at the White House, or whoever is calling the
plays for the administration and the President, will take a closer
look, monitor what this subcommittee will be doing in the coming
weeks, to see whether or not can agree on legislation that will
bring about self-sufficiency. I think that is what the administration
has called for. I think that is what we would like to do. But we also
would like to protect the welfare population.

We know that as a matter of fact, two-thirds of welfare recipients
are children, and so we have to focus on the children of this coun-
try. Twelve million of them are living below the poverty thresholds
and 7 million of the 12 million happen to be within the welfare
population. Therefore, we are going to focus on the children.

The administration in their youth initiatives, would like to focus
on children who are 16, 17 and 18 years old. I think we must start
a lot earlier than the 16, 17 and 18 year-old groups if we want to
save those children. We must work with them at an early age and
not wait until they are 16 and put them into some kind of training
and youth initiative program. That is not to say that this is not a
sound program that is being presented by the Labor Department.
But I would hope that we could continue to work together look at
some of these programs, and not take any firm position now. Per-
haps we can report a bipartisan bill that would attract the atten-
tion of the administration and would result in a major overhaul of
the AFDC system, reforming welfare in a vay that we can all be
proud of.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate that, and we certainly
look forward to working with you and you subcommittee and the
full committee. I would also like to point out that we have in HHS
a good deal of knowledge of the 'esearch en welfare dependency as
well as a technical capacity to ana!yze these issues. If we can help,
we would certainly like to.

Chairman FORD. Thank you.
Mrs. Kennelly, do you have any comments or further questions?
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, no.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. No questions.
Chairman FORD. That will conclude the panel. There are no fur-

ther question by members of the subcommittee. I would like to
thank each one of the panelists again for being with us today.

Thank you very much.
That will also conclude the business of the subcommittee today.

The subcommittee will stand in adjournment.
[Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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WELFARE REFORM

FRIDAY, MARCH 6, 1987

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman FORD. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on Ways and
Means will come to order.

This morning we begin the first of four days of hearings on wel-
fare reform with testimony from public witnesses. During these
hearings we will hear from a broad array of witnesses, including
labor organizations, social welfare coalitions, church groups, advo-
cates, think tanks, and local Governments.

Our witnesses will be liberal, conservative, and in between, and
all have something to tell us about our efforts to reform the wel-
fare system to serve our Nation's poor children. I look forward
myself to hearing some of the witnesses on the first panel, but Mr.
Pease of Ohio will be chairing the committee today.

I want to personally thank you for doing that. The Chair will
have to leave shortly.

The first panel will be the executive director of the Center on
Budget and Policy Prionties, Robert Greenstein; and the executive
director of the Coalition on Human Needs, Susan Rees.

If you don't mind, Mr. Pease, let me turn the chair over to you so
I won't have to interrupt your panels, if that is all right.

Mr. PEASE [presiding]. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we are now ready to
proceed.

Mr. Greenstein, let me say that to save us some verbiage later
on, we will put the complete statements of all witnesses in the
record. You need not ask permission to do that. If you can summa-
rize your statements, that would be just fine. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN, DIRECTOR, CENTER ON
BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Robert Green-
stein, director of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a re-
search and analysis organization that focuses on policies affecting
low-income Americans. I appreciate the opportunity to be here
today.

(263)
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I would first, before starting, like to congratulate Chairman Ford
for his leadership in this area. Welfare reform is now becoming a
more popular area in part because of the work over the last several
yearswhen it didn't get as much attentionof people like your-
self in leading the way with some of your proposals over the years.

I would like to first start by talking about work-and-welfare pro-
grams, and noting simply that the gains here are positive, but
modest. I think that this underscores the need to see work-and-wel-
fare programs as an integral partbut just one part, not the totali-
tyof welfare reform. I think they need to be integrated with
other approaches in easing the transition from welfare to work:
boosting work incentives, setting minimum benefits, and other
areas which I hope to discuss today.

Regarding work-and-welfare programs, one of the key findings of
the research to date is that work-and-welfare programs seem to be
more cost effective with recipients who have less work experience
and greater barriers to employment. These people tend to stay on
welfare longer and require a disproportionate share of public as-
sistance funds. Helping them can have a greater impact on reduc-
ing public assistance costs and reducing long-term dependency than
helping those who would otherwise find their way off the rolls on
their own after a relatively short period.

I believe this underscores the need to allocate resources in this
area prudently. To the extent that resources are limited, it would
seem inadvisable to spread them so widely over the mass of short-
term recipients who will leave the rolls rather quickly anyway andwho do not have as great barriers to self-sufficiency, if doing so
runs the risk of leaving insufficient resources available for the
longer-term recipients with greater barriers to employment and
who are more likely to need more intensive and more expensive
services. As a result, ensuring that sufficient resources are targeted
on those with greater barriers to employment and need the moreintensive treatment makes sense from both the fiscal and the
human standpoint.

Unfortunately, the new GAO report in this area reports that
many State work-and-welfare programs are placing emphasis pre-
cisely on those with less serious employment barriers and are pro-
viding less intensive help to those who tend to stay on the rolls the
longest. The GAO reported that, in general, States appear to have
chosen to cover larger numbers of recipients by spreading re-
sources thinly over many people, providing most recipients with
services that do little to upgrade skills.

In some States, the ilA0 reported, those recipients who have the
least work experience, the most serious educational deficiencies,
and the greatest need for child care are screened out and not treat-
ed at all because helping them would involve providing education,
training, or support services regarded as too costly. Even where
these people are enrolled, the GAO found that, in general, they are
given inexpensive services that do not upgrade skills, with most re-
ceiving job search services which the GAO said are not designed to
increase skill levels.

The GAO noted that most participants engage in activities that
send them directly into the job market without skill or work habit
enhancement. In 23 WIN demo States that the GAO studied, they
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found only 3 percent of recipients receiving remedial or basic edu-
cation in these programs, 2 percent getting vocational skills train-
ing, and fewer than 5 percent getting other education or training
services. The GAO concluded that the evidence suggests encourag-
ing programs to work with people with more severe barriers to em-
ployment could improve the long-term effectiveness. But the GAO
also noted that to refocus programs on those with greater barriers,
providing intensive and expensive services such as education and
training, would likely require either more resources or reductions
in the overall number of recipients served.

The point I am trying to get to is that in the legislation to
expand requirements for States to run these programs and to in-
crease Federal funding for these efforts, it is likely that such legi&
lation will be coupled with some sort of performance standards,
and clearly some sort of standards seem appropriate.

I think it is important to design these standards with great care.
Standards based solely or primarily on either the numbers or per-
centages of recipients enrolled or on the number of job placements
are likely to result in misdirected incentives to spread resources
too thinly and to focus on the most employable. Similarly, require-
ments to serve all adult AFDCrecipients with children above a cer-
tain age level can also make it difficult for States to find the re-
sources necessary to provide more intensive services to those who
need help the most unless funding is greatly expanded. The wrong
type of standards or incentives can take what are modest gains
from these programs and make them even smaller I would hope
that legislation would place a particular emphasis on ensuring that
the necessary resources are there to serve the people with the more
serious barriers who tend to stay on the rolls the longest.

Turning to a second set of work-and-welfare issues, these involve
part-time versus full-time work and requirements on mothers with
children under 6. While most mothers with children now work out-
side the home, most mothers do not work full-time, full-year. While
61 percent of married mothers with children are now in the labor
force, only about 29 percent work full-time, full-year.

It is also interesting to look at the data on wives in nonwelfare
families who would be poor if the wife did not work but in which
the wife does work and increas the family income. They have
often been cited as an appropriate group to look at in trying to de-
termine what are the proper standards to impose on AFDC mem-
bers. David Elwood, of Harvard, has observed that only about one
in three of these wives works 30 hours or more on average through-
out the year. If married mothers do not work full-time, full-year,
can a single AFDC mother be expected to do so when there is no
other parent to share child-rearing, shopping, or other housekeep-
ing responsibilities?

The ^,e mmon rationale for work requirements is that other moth-
ers are working and welfare mothers should be expected to do so
also. Since the data, when carefully examined, show that other
mothers generally work either part-time, or full-time but not full-
year, I think there are serious questions as to whether AFDC moth-
ers should be expected to work full-time, full-year and sanctioned if
they do not. Perhaps we should consider, as Senator Moynihan has
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noted, the possibility of some part-time requirements rather than
simply either full-time requirements or no requirements at all.

Also, turning to the issue of mothers with children under 6: in
the past they have not been required to participate and the result
has been they have often been excluded from programs. I would
hope that the choices would not be limited, however, either to ex-
cluding them or requiring that they participate and cutting off
their benefits if they do not.

Another approach also ought to be considered and available:
making these mothert, a high-priority group to reach, strongly en-
couraging their participation, but without going so far as to cut off
their benefits if they do not. This has not been widely enough tried.
The GAO found that in many States, exempting women from man-
datory requirement has meant making little effort to enroll them
in services or provide the necessary child care. The GAO observed
that while a mandatory requirement for women with children
under 6 may not always be desirable or feasible, voluntary partici-
pation in work programs should be increased, especially in pro-
grams designed to help participants finish school or obtain skills
training.

I would hope the debate would not be limited either to keeping
the current system or putting in requirements with sanctions, but
that we at least try approaches under which intensive efforts are
made to recruit the mothers with young children into employment
and training programs before the more severe step is taken of ter-
minating their benefits if they wish to care for their children

Turning next to the question of the transition from welt ire to
work, I think the committee has heard much testimonyand I
won't go into great detailon the critical importance of health
care and child care during a transition period from welfare to
work. I would note that the GAO report also underscores the criti-
cal importance of these transition services.

A third area is improving incentives to work. One area I would
like to mention is the importance and the benefit of disregarding
the earned-income tax credit for AFDC purposes. The earned-
income tax credit, broadened by last year's Tax Reform Act, helps
offset Social Security payroll tax burdens for low-income working
families with children. But one group of working poor families is
denied the EITC and provided no offset for payroll taxes: working
families on AFDC. After the fourth month on the job, AFDC bene-
fits are reduced dollar for dollar for the amount received and the
earned-income tax credit thus has no incentive value for AFDC
families.

What this means is that by the fourth month on the job, the net
effect is an effective marginal tax rate of equal to or exceeding 100
percent for AFDC mothers who work. For each additional dollar
they earn, their welfare benefits drop a dollar, while their payroll
taxes increase without any EITC to offset them at all. Not counting
the EITC against public assistance benefitsthis is needed in food
stamps as well as AFDCwould ease the situation and bring the
marginal tax rate below 100 percent and increase the income gains
realized by working. This would make AFDC mothers who work
somewhat better off than those who do not.
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Important as this is, I would urge the committee to go farther
than that and to also consider modifications in the basic AFDC pro-
visions that require benefits to be reduced a full dollar for each
dollar earned after the fourth month in the job. In other words, I
am encouraging a revision in the earned-income disregard. In re-
search published last year, Robert Moffitt, of Brown University,
fount' that earlier studies on the work incentive impacts have
stopped too soon. Reductions in work effort did not begin to show
up until 1983 and 1984, he found, but his study concluded that the
weight of the evidence implied that higher transfer tax rates, such
as those resulting from OBRA, will reduce work effort among the
female-headed population and that lower tax rates would increase
it.

There is also a basic equity question here: Is it reasonable to
have a top marginal tax rate in the income tax structure of 28 per-
cent for very wealthy individuals while imposing an effective mar-
ginal tax rate of close to 100 percent on working welfare mothers
after the fourth month on the job? It would be possible to redesign
the earned-income disregard both to lower the marginal tax rate
and to simplify administration and probably reduce errors in this
area as well. I would hope that the subcommittee would consider
this.

Finally, in the work incentive area, I would very much hope the
subcommittee would consider modifications in what is known as
the "100-hour rule" in the AFDC UP program. In States electing to
provide benefits to two-parent families, the family is disqualified if
the parent who is the principal wage-earner works more than 100
hours a month. Even if the family's income is still below the AFDC
income limits, they are then cut off of AFDC and eventually Medic-
aid as well. Yet, a single-parent family with the exact same income
and work hours stays on the program and continues to receive ben-
efits. The 100-hour rule is both antiwork and antifamily and should
be changed.

The next area I have in my testimony I will not spend much
time on because I know Chairman Ford has been a leader in the
Congress on this and is intimately familiar with it: the coverage of
two-parent families. I simply wanted to mention one point. In addi-
tion to all the profamily arguments, I think mandating UP is also
essential to plug a hole in the safety net that has enlarged in
recent years due to the shrinkage in the unemployment system. In
1985 and 1986, just 33 percent of the unemployed received unem-
ployment insurance benefits in the average month. These are the
lowest coverage rates ever in the program's history. Expenditures
for unemployment insurance benefits were 59 percent lower in
1986 than in 19'76, after adjusting for inflation, even though the
number of employed persons was larger. The ercsion of the unem-
ployment insurance system has been greatest for the long-term un-
employed.

What we have is a situation that if a two-parent family with a
long-term unemployed worker has exhausted its unemployment in-
surance benefits, they are in many States eligible for no cash af.
sistance whatsoever. Recent studies by the Urban Institute and the
Institute for Research on Poverty document that this has signifi-
cantly increased poverty among the long-term unemployed. Man-
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dating the coverage of two-parent families would therefore be even
more important than it was before the shrinkage in unemployment
insurance in helping to plug what has become a very gaping hole
in the safety net. Again, I congratulate the chairman for his lead-
ership in this area.

Other areas where I would hope that action would be taken in-
volve basic support levels. As you know, AFDC benefits have fallen
33 percent in real terms, after inflation, since 1970. Also, either
now or perhaps in the future legislation, an adjustment should be
made in the earned-income tax credit by family size to further im-
prove the benefits from work for the working poor. I would note
that adjusting the earned-income tax credit by family size is begin-
ning to pick up a rather extraordinary constituency. Among those
who have expressed support for it in the recent months are the
White House Report on Families, the Heritage Foundation in a
forthcoming book, AEI's director of tax policy, the Children's De-
fense Fund, the Social Policy Task Force of the House Democratic
Caucus in a report last year, and others.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to close with some discussion
of the White House welfare reform proposals which call for State
experimentation in the low-income area. Clearly, everyone is for
experimentation that can help us find how to improve the welfare
system. However, the White House proposal turns uut, upon close
examination, to call not for a reasonable number of carefully de-
signed and carefully evaluated demonstrations, but rather for hun-
dreds of variations, since hundreds of States and localities would be
authorized to go their own way and alter basic Federal programs
as we know them today.

The White House report envisions legislation that would confer
on the White House sweeping authority to waive virtually any kind
of Federal requirement in any low-income program and to approve
a plethora of State and local deviations.

Moreover, the criteria that would be used to guide administra-
tion decisions, as set forth in the bill, seem to reflect the long-
standing White House ideological conception of how the low-income
system should be altered. For example, the White House bill estab-
lishes a policy goal in assessing which proposals to approve: that
determinations of recipients' needs should be individualized
through local decisions to the extent possible. Not only are Federal
benefit standards considered inappropriate, even State standards
seem to be frowned upon in this proposal.

I fear that the White House proposal, as now designed, may be
less a plan to conduct a maximum number of experiments from
which lessons can be drawn than an effort to create so much diver-
sity that Federal standards in low-income programs begin to erode.

The strategy is particular troubling with regard to entitlement
programs such as AFDC and SSI, food stamps, and Medicaid. The
bill provides that demonstration projects involving changes in
these programs as well as others must be designed in such a way
that the entitlements are turned into block grants.

Under an entitlement, as you know, a household that is poor
enough to meet the eligibility requirements is entitled to assist-
ance. This entitlement is honored even if the State enters a seces-
sion when need increases and program costs rise.
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Under a block grant, by contrast, the State receives a fixed
amount of funds at the beginning of the year. The funds do not in-
crease if need grows. The block grant structure is especially ill-
suited to delivering needs-based benefits, particularly during peri-
ods of economic downturn when the number of needy households
rise while State revenues contract. While the number of those in
need rise, the amount of funds is fixed under a block grant.

Under the White House bill, in such circumstances, the White
House would have the authority, but absolutely no requirement, to
increase funding in a State. It could be limited to the fixed amount
prescribed at the beginning of the year. In such a situation, benefit
cuts are denial of aid to some of the newly poor or newly unem-
ployed or else across-the-board cuts affecting everybody become
likely.

In addition, this undercuts the countercyclical feature of Federal
means tests in entitlementsthat more Federal funds are infused
into a State economy when the economy sours and need increases,
and funds are reduced when need shrinks and the State's economy
rebounds. A block grant doesn't do that.

As a result, I would hope that broadened authority for demon-
stration proj,..-cts would be carefully constructed by Congress. Laws
governing AFDC and some other programs already exist, and if
this authority is to be expanded, I would hope that Congress would
ensure that the number of newly authorized demostrations be kept
at a manageable level, and that such projects be subject to careful
evaluations from which useful lessons can be learned.

Moreover, with regard to pilots involving entitlements such as
AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, and food stamps, I would hope that the enti-
tlement nature of these programs would be maintained. In virtual-
ly all demonstration pilots conducted in these programs in recent
yearsI am familiar with a number of them from the late 1970's
when I administered the food stamp program in the Agriculture
Departmentvirtually all of the demos in recent years have main-
tained the entitlement structure. It easily can be done.

I have one other concern in this area as well. It involves a possi-
ble cash-out of food stamp benefits, which would be likely under
some of these demonstrations. It is important to note that under
the Food Stamp Act, food stamps may not be counted as income in
determining benefits in other Federal, State, or local programs.

If the food stamps are cashed out in a demo, it is critical to main-
tain that protection and require that the portion of the cash pay-
ment that represents a cash-out of food stamps continue to be dis-
regarded in other programs, Federal, State, and local.

It is critical because if that is not done, what will happen is the
AFDC families living in public or subsidized housing will all have
their rents go up the minute food stamps is cashed out as part of
the demonstration process.

Let me stop there and thank you again for the opportunity to
testify.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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I appreciate the opportunity to testify here today. I an Robert
Greenstein, director of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a

neon- profit research and analysis organization started five years ago that
focuses on public policies affecting low Inca.? Americans. In 1979 and
1980, I ser ed _o Administrator of Ste Food ann Nutrition Service at the
n,S. Department of Agriculture, which operates the food stamp program.

I would like today to niscuss several a-pas related to welfare reform,
starting with efforts to promote work and self sufficiency.

PROMOTING WORK AND SELF - SUFFICIENT.

1. Work and Welfare Programs

A new r 'fare-to-work program for welfare recipients can and shout" he
an important part of welfare reform. Before discussing certain issues
related to the design of work-and-welfare legislation, I do want to sound a
cautionary note.

It Is important that we not Iverr .t rork-and-welfare approaches
can accomplish, 'hese programs yeid t ', but modest results, and
should be an integral part of a mull -r welfare reform strategy. If
we do nothinr -'er than expand worn ,- are programs, howeaer, r
should not exf, nap). red-c_ions 0, welfare roils or long-term
apendency.

This conclusion emerges from the finding; of the Marnower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MORC1, which is anaozing
work-and-welfare programs in 11 states, and from a recent General
A-counting Office review of work-and-welfare programs across the country,
which reported that th -ograms "should no he expected to produce
massive reductions in lfare rolls." Many welfare recipients are
short-term recipients about half of all recipients who go on welfare leave
the rolls within two yt,,rs). and MDRC's studies show that many people who
go through these work - and - welfare programs would find lobs on their own
even If the programs dio not exist. One most important test of the
effectiveness of work aid training programs, Mggf has t.:oght us, is not the
nonber of recipients whO go through the prnrrams and then find :ohs,-FUt
rather the number finding jobs who would nc 'thief-wise have found jobs on
their own (or who would not have found as g. i jobs on their own or ilmn,
FWTsEITTlie as quickly).

The MDRC results show that in successful programs studied, employmett
rates among AFDC mothers are about three to e.ght percentage Ponts hlohe-
than would be the case in the ahsence of the programs -- gains that are
Important and s)g-ificant, but modest. Gains in earnings are also in 'ha
modest range.

Judith Guertin, MDRC s president, has cautioned that cork -an' 'I fare
Initiatives should he nether glamorized and oversold, nor dismsre
because tne results appear small. In a new paper she states

in the Past, serial programs hare been oversold and ,hen 4.screrLte,
when toe), failed to cure problems. In ontrast these findings
provide a timely warning that the statA work/welfare mandates will m,
on panacea, but can provide meaningful improvement. The modeSt
nature of the 1,JrOvementS also Indicates that welfare employment
obligations can be only part of a 'snlut';on' to poverty, other
ro.or,s Chang.: 1r the ta- laws and expansion of rha Earned
Income Tay Cred,t to increas- the rewardS for work. eloratIonal
refOrms, train no and retraining, increixed chtld-supoort erforre-ten,
pCforts, anH 1nh creaH'nn pehur.4r, -- are ,wpOrta ,n,ole,ert. If
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welfare is not only to he made more politically acceptable, but
al ,o

to succeed in reducing poverty substantially. "*

Targeting for greatest effect

If expanded work-and-welfare programs are to be part -- hot not , ;1 --
of a larger strategy to reduce poverty and increase chances for
self - sufficiency, they will need to be carefully structured to get th, hest
return for the limited resources likely to be available. While there is a
general consensus that states should continue to he give, broad flexibility
to experiment in this area, the fact is that some sort of federal
Performance standards are likely f- e included in federal work-and-welfare
legislation and to exert a significant influence on state decisions

concerning the types of work-and-welfare programs to run. Federal
decisions in this area can enhance or detract from the quality of state
efforts.

Therefore, we should apply /hat has been learned to date from state
programs when new work-and-welfare legislation is considered by the
Congress. One of the most important lessons at this point is that greater
efforts need to be made to avoid "creaming" (concentrating services on the
"cream," or the most employable persons) and more emphasis placed on
reaching those with greater barriers to employment.

One shortcoming of many past employment and training efforts has been
a tendency to provide training and other job-related services to those who
have the least serious barriers to employment and are most lik,iy to find
jobs on their own regardless of whether services are provided. While this
enables program managers to claim a larger number of "job placements,"

i

is generally not the best use of public resources.

One of the key findings of t MDPC research is that the
work-and-welfare programs seem to ks more cost-effective with those
recipients who have less work experience and greater barriers to
employment. These individuals tend to stay on welfare longer and require a
disproportionate share of public assistance funds. Consequently, helping
these perso.s leave public assistance can have a greater impact on public
Assistance costs and on reducing long-term dependency than providing

job-related services to those who will find their own way off welfare after
a relatively short period on the rolls.

This distinction is made even more significant by data on the dynamics
of welfare receipt. Of those families who ever go on welfare, half leave
..O rolls within two years and only one-sixth stay on the rolls
consecutively for eight years or longer. Yet at any single point in time,
more than half of those on the rolls are long-term recipients, and these
families account for more than half of AFDC benefit costs.

These data underscore the need to allocate work-and-welfare resources
prudently. To the extent that resources for work-and-welfare programs are
limited, it would seem inadviseJle to spread large portions of the
available resources over the mass of s.00r -term recipients who will leave
AFDC rather quickly anyway, who do not have as great harriers to
self-sufficiency, and who account for z -.nority of total program costs.
Doing so may run the ri of leaving insufficient resources available for
those longer-term recipients who have greater barriers to employment and
are likely to need more intensive (and, generally, more expensive) services
to overcome these harriers. As a result, ensuring that sufficient
resources are targeted on those who have greater barriers to employment and
may need more intensive trea rents makes sense from both a fiscal and a
human standpoint.

Unfortunately, a new GAG report on sate workand-wel'are programs
provides evidence that in many programs, states are placing more emphasis
on serving those with less serious employment barriers than on providing
more intensive help to those likely to remain on the rolls longest.

'The v'ew that work-and-welfare initiatives are just one part of what needs
to ,2 lone in the welfare reform arena has gained increasingly broad
acceptanc along conservative and liberal analysts aclke, as well as at
research institutions like MDRC. For example, in a forthcoming honk,
Stuart RAler and Anna Kondeotas of the Heritage Foundat'on write "...work

requirements in welfare programs -- or the lack of these -- arc only a
small part of the total picture. Work requirements wi)1 not provide k
panacea for dependency."
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"In goners', states appear to have chosen to cover larger numbers of
welfare recipients by spreading services thinly osef' many people,"

providing most participants with services that do little to upgrade skills.
the GAO reported. Moreover, the services tend to be focused on
participants who have less serious employment barriers and would be easiest
to place -- precisely the group most likely to find ,lobs and leave 'he
welfare rolls on its own. In some states, the GAO reported, those
recipients who have the least work experience, the most se sous educational
deficiencies, or the greatest needs for child care are "screened, out ani
not treated at all, because helping them would involve education, training.
or support services that are regarded as too costly.

Even when programs do enroll those with greater barriers to
employment, the common practice, the GAO found, is to provide them with
inexpensive services that do not upgrade their skills. Most particioants
in the work-and-welfare programs receive "job search services, which are
not designed to increase skill levels....in practice, most participants
engage in activities that send them directly into the job market without
skill or work habit enhancement.' In 23 states operating work- and- welfar
demonstration programs in 1985, GAO faun, that more than half of the
participants were put into a job search component, but only three percent
received remedial or basic education, two percent received vocational
skills training, and fewer than five percent received other education or
training services.

Counselling that improvements could he made, the GAO ohservpd that
'evidence suggests that encouraging programs to work with people with more
severe barriers to employment could improve long term effectiveness' end
that 'serving people with greater employment harries, means more intensive
-- and expenvive -- services such as education and training." However, to
refocus work programs on those with greater employment barriers would
likely require either more resources or reductions in the overall number of
recipients served by the programs, the GAO warned.

The GAO findings raise important iwswws tw consider in framing w,lrwre
reform legislation. There is considerable discussion of legislation to
expand requirements for states to run work-and-welfare programs while
increasing federal funding for such efforts. Most likely, such increased
funding will be coupled with some sort of performance standards. It will
be important to design such standards with great care. Standards based
solely or primarily on the numbers or percentages of r.cipients enrolled in
work-and-welfare programs -- or on the number who go through these programs
and then find jobs -- are likely to result in misdirected incentives to
spread cervices too thinly and to focus on the most employable recipients.

Similarly, requirements that states serve all adult AFDC recipients (except
those with children below a specified age 1741) can make it extremel
difficult for states to find the resources necessary to provide more
intensive services for those who need help most, unless funding is greatly
expanded. As a result, standards or requirements of this type may take
what are modest. though impoc,ant, gains from these programs and make the
gains still smaller.'

The Administration's proposals would require these programs to enroll very
high percentages of work registrants ecphasizing quantity over quality
while cisking leaving few resources available for intensive sprvIces to
the long-term, harder -to- employ _cc,ion of the caseload. The General
Accounting Office observed in its recent report on wock-and-welfare
programs

".e administration has proposed expanding program by
mandating high participation rates. Yet the data suggest
that states already are trying to spread their funds over
large numbers of participants by providing less expensive
services such as job search or direct placement. High
mandaed levels of participation with continued limited
funding would likely exacerbate the tendency to Serve more
welfare recipients in inexpensive options while providing
'ewer with the educacion ann training services they need."
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Federal provisions specifying he types of work-and-welfare
activities that can he supported with federal funds are also of
considerable importance. For example, Administration proposals not to
allcm federal fundS to be used to support educational components in
work-and-welfare programs would likely reduce program impact. There is
growing evidence that deficits in hasic Skills on the part of many low
income individuals are directly linked to increased welfare dependency and
to higher rates :f unemployment, teen-age pregnancy, and crime. Many Alit
recipients have such low levels of education and basic skills that they may
have more difficulty finding jobs, in keeping jobs for extended periods of
time when they do find them, and in progressing beyond entry level jobs
paying sub-poverty level wages. Building educational components into
work-and-welfare programs -- including basic skills components, programs
leading to a GEC (the equivalent of a high school diploma), and the like --
may be especially important for those with the most serious employment
barriers.

Work and family responsibilities

A "op' set of issues regarding work-and-welfare programs concerns
reguirem is for full-time versus part-time work any fur mothers with
children under six as distinguished from mothers with older children.

David Ellwood of Harvard and Douglas Besharov of the American
Enterpri.e Institute have noted that while most mothers with children now
work outside the home, most mothers do not work full-time year-round. Some
61 percent of married meters with children are now in tne labor force, but
only 29 percent, or 'ewer than co.e in three, work full-time year-round.

A common rationale for the imposition of wo-k requirements on AFDC
mothers is that other mothers are working and welfare mothers should
therefore be expected to do so to . However, these data raise important
questions about whether AFDC mothers should realistically he expect-d to
work full-time and sanctioned if they do not,

As Ellwood notes, perhaps the most appropriate people to use as a
standard in setting reasonable work exp,ctations for welfare mothers are
wives in non-welfare families that would he poor if the wife did not work,
but in which the wife does work and thereby increases her family's income.
If these wies can work, the reasoning 0oe5, so can AFDC motners.

Yet only about one in three of these wives works 30 hours a week or
more on average throughout the year. If these married mothers generally
do not work Full-time, year-round, Lan a single AMC moaner OP expected to
do so when there is no other parent to share child-rearirg, Shopping, and
housekeeping reSponSibilitleS7

What needs to he consiaered are requirements on 50,3 Acnr rec,r'ents
for part-time rather than full-time work or for part-t me pmploympo 414
training aCtiOtieS.

A related issu. whether to imoose reouirements or mothers with
ch ldr unoer Six -- also needs a freSh look, "D until row, mothers w',1,
CO114-.1 under six have been exempt from work requirements, and man,' date;
OP,. called to make employment and training ooporturities availahle tr
tnen. This app -oach i now com,og under criticism, an nrCornws 4,pa-po4
that some mothers with youig childre, Such as yolc.ol ^ev r-marries'
mothers) are among thOSe most needing wmplo(nontnnv,aiw,,

The cho'ces are not limiter, however. e, her to pyolo4,,q these
morhers from the programs or to requiring `hat 'hey Dartlr,oate and
V' their benefits if they do not. Other approach is also 40 robin --
making those mothers a high priority group co r-0, and str,o,;1,

encouraging their particlOatI0o, without going SO far at TO Cjt nf, iyn n

nwnwflis It they are determined to remain hose in tn.. ch11,0,
4;n,rO4C' oat not been widely eno.rga tried. AS ,nw fo,nn n In, oar
sates, .xeo,t.ro these women from a mandatory reortremer0 bar as
making little effort to enroll t,pm n wnpl,Wler cprr_Po ,4o4 to pro, 4o
the child care Seryl CPS entailer,.
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This need not be the case. The policy debate here snould not be
restricted to the two more extreme alternatives

that are sometimes posed as
the only choice;. Commenting along these lines, the GAO observed in its
recent report that "whit mandatory requirement for women with children
under six may not always r desirable or feasible, voluntary participation
in work programs should oe increased, especially in programs designed to
help participants finish school or obtain skills training." It may make
sense to try approaches under which intensive efforts are made to recruit
these mothers into employment and training programs, before the mere
draconian s,ep is taken of enacting legislation to terminate their benefits
if they wish to care for their young children.

2. Easing the Transition from Welfa-e to Work

An important step the Congress could take would be to ease the
transition from welfare to work by continuing Medicaid coverage for a
period such as a year or two for AFDC mothers who leave the welfare rolls
to take a job that does not provide health care coverage. The recent GAO
report on work-and-welfare notes that lack of health care coverage can be a
serious barrier to placing AFDC mothers in jobs and can also encourage a
return to welfare rolls from a job that fails to provide health benefits..
(A similar Medicaid extension could be explored for families leaving AFDC
due to increased receipt of child support payments v that identification
of an absent father and collection of support do nit suddenly oecome a
disadvantage for a mother and her child en througA loss of health care
coverage.)

Improvements in federal support for child care services are also
essential. One approach would be to ease the transition from welfare to
work by providl og access to day care, at fees based on the family'S ability
to pay, for a specified period of time after an AFOC mother begins
employment. The GAO found that lack of affordahle day care limits jot
placement of AFDC recipients and -"*.o results in a return to welfare in
some cases where child care arrangements break down. The GAO concluded
that "continued assistance with child care and health care can increase
fjobl placements [of welfare mothersl and lengthen Joh retention,
increasing [work-and-welfare] program effectiveness."

3. Improving incentives to Work

As oart of an integrated strategy to promote work and self
sufficiency, coanges to strengthen the rewards and incenti.,es for working
should also be made. One such modest change concerns. the ^eduction of AFT:
benefits when a welfare recipient works And rece.ves n earned Income tax
credit (EITC).

The earned income tax credit, broadened by last year's tax reform act,
Is designed, in part, to offset some of the Social Security payroll tax
burden for low income working families with children. Yet ore group of
working poor families is effectively rienieA the EITC and provided no offset
for payroll taxes worming families who receive AFIC

After the foarth monL1 n the job, APT. oeneflts are reduced one
dollar for each dollar a family receives in the earned ',Came tax Crod't.
The Credit thus has virtually no value for AFDC famines, and iLs intended
work incentive effects are lost.

moreover, since AFOr benefits are reduced a dollar for ra_, ,n1lar ;fl
earnings as well, the net effect can be to 'mpoSe a, effective ma-g-^al tax
rate of more than 1hr) percent on AFir, mothers ono work. for each
addit'Onal dollar they earn, their welfare henef'ts droo a dollar -- wrlo
'no'r payroll taxes increase w'thout anY rITr Co ofksFt the,. The owsilf
Can 'e a net loss in income as earnings rase,

.rloCorn over tn's problem has been raised Ty lteral and conservatIve
analyst In l,olr 'nrthCOm'rq ^One on wolcaro ro,onm, 'Liar, .,tier
ann AP^A T'ledeatIS of the Ree'tale undat'on ibse've that ./eaing ,e1T4,p
for A I,w- paying :on gororally moans loslno modlrald, hay no to Day for

carp Sr' lranSoOr'atIno, and pay ng taxes. TN. way tee system wore.,
-any rasps, makes It ratIonal far many worm^ t, ii off
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Not counting the earned income tax credit against AFDC benefits woull
ease this situation and bring the marginal tax rate below 100 percent. It

would also increase the income gains realizen by working, thereby making
AFDC mothers who work somewhat better off than those wno do not.

The treatment of the earned income tax credit is also problematic in
the food stamp program. Here, the earned income tax credit is disregarded
if it is received in a lump sum after the end of the year (which is how
most families receive it). Rut if the family elects to receive the EITC
throughout the year as part of its regular paychecks, then the EITC is
counted as income and food stamp benefits are reduced. This encourages
families to take the credit in a lump amount at the end of the y. r. Yet
some families may be better served if they receive the credit throughout
the year and are able to apply it to basic household expenses as these
expenses are incurred. Moreover, the work incentive effects of the EITC
may well be stronger if it is reflected in regular paychecks and boosts
workers' take-home pay.

Not counting the EITC in federally-aided public assistance programs
would straighten out these distorted incentives (the EITC would continue to
be counted against the programs' resource limits). The cost would be
extremely mooest, about S5 million a year.

I would urge that the Subcommittee also consider modifications in the
basic AFDC provisions that require benefits to be reduced a full dollar for
each dollar earned, after the fourth month on the Jo . In research
published last year, Robert Moffitt of Brown Univer .y found that the
earlier studies on the work incentive impacts of ti 1981 OBRA changes
stopped tot soon, tracking the work behavior of AFie recipients only
through 1982 or the first few months of 1983. Reductions in lecrY effort
did not begin to show up until later, in 1983 and 1984, Moffitt found. H.

concluded that the weight of the evidence...implies that higher
transfer - program, tax rates Such as those resulting from OBRA ithe Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act of 19811 will reduce work effort among the
female-headed population, and that lower tax rates eould ,ncreas.

Moreover, there is a basic equity question here' is it reasonable to
have a top marginal tax rate in the income tax structure of 28 percent for

very wealthy individuals, while imposing an effective marginal tax rate of
close to 100 percent on poor working welfare mothers' Congress would do
well to take another look at this issue and to consider changes in this
area that would reduce the marginal tax -ate on working AFDC mothers. Such
changes could be designed in a way to simplify administration of the AFDC
program at the same time (so that the earned income disregard would not
change three times during a mother's first 13 months on a Job).

Finally, I would hope that the Subcommittee would consider
modifications in current rules thi, discourage work among poor two-parent
families receiving AFDC. In states electing to provide AFDC benefits to
two-parent families with children that are poor enough to meet AFDC Income
and assets tests, the family is disqualified if the parent who is the
principal wage-earner (usually the father) works more than 100 hours a
month. If a father increases his work hours to more than 100 hours but the
family Is still below the AFDC income limits, the family is cut of AFDC
(and after a brief period, off Medicaid as well in many states). Yet a
single-parent family with the exact same Income, and another two-parent
Family that has the same income but works fewer hours, would continue to
receive benefits.

IF Congress wishes to encourage both work and family stahll'tv. It
sho,ld consider dropping the rig1 "nn-hOu-N rule.

COVERAGE OF TWO-PARENT FAwILIFS

In approximately half the states, two-parent families are
automatically ineligible for cash assistance t,',rough /IVY, regar,i1P.:s
how poor the families are. In some area n) cash asiiista CP at all is
available to poor children in suc' Yam s unless the father leave: the
home.

h. recent pastoral leter of the fatholic .).ShnpS is sharply Cr'tra'

o' this pO,.y. The h'ShOOS call for federal legislation requiring that

2
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when states offer AFDC to poor single-pare"t famil-es, the aid op a.e
available to poor two-parent families as well.

Similarly, a forthcoming hook by Stuart Railer and Anna Xordratas of
the Heritage Foundation calls for extending AFDC to two-parent families in

all states, observing that "since family st.bility should be a major policy
goal, it would be a wise exercise in prevention for all the states to
Provide this assistance to help intact families .n hard times, rather than
restricting their assistance only to families that have already collapsed."

Even the White House task force report on welfare reform observes that
the existing welfare stem provides "little or no incentive for mothers
and fathers to form and maintain" families and that "welfare income often
increases when parents break up or never marry."

Extending cash assistance to poor, unemployed two-parent families is
important for another reason as well. It is needed to help plug a gaping
hole in the safety net that has widened as a result of the rather severe
contraction of the unemployment insurance program. For many unemployed
two-parent families today. neither unemployment Insurance nor public
assistance is available, leaving these families with little or no
government cash support.

In 1985 and 1986. Just 33 percent of the unemployed received
unemployment Insurance benefits in the average month, the lowest coverage
rate ever recorded. Moreover, expenditures for unemployment insurance
benefits were approximately 59 percent lower in 1986 than in 1976 (neasurea
in constant dollars), while the number of unemployed persons was greater
1986 than it had been a decade earlier. The number of Jobless workers
receiving no unemployment benefits each month averaged 5.5 million in
1986, nearly as any as at the trough of the recession in late 1982. when
the unemployment rate hit 10.7 percent.

The erosion of unemployment insurance coverage has heen greatest for
the segment of the unemployed that has the highest poverty rate -- the
long-term unemployed. The extended unemployment benefits program formerly
provided three additional months of benefits to jobless workers in most
states experiencing high rates of unemployment, but it was largely
Aismantled b, the budget cuts enacted in 1981. Today, only three states
(and Puerto Rico) may provide extended benefits. Among states not
qualifying for extended benefits are Wes,. Virginia wit,. an U.S percent

unemployment rate, Mississippi with an 11.1 percent unemployment rate,
Alabama with a 9.4 percent rate, and Texas with an 8.9 percent rate 'rates
are for October 1986). In these states -- as In almost all others
unemployment benefitS terminate after a maximum of 26 weeks. If a worker
is still unemployed after that time and looking for a jo.., no further
assistance is available. If the worker laves in a two-parent family In a
state that excludes such families from AFDC, there may be no cash aid of
any sort available from the ga.ernment.

Recent studies by the Urban Institute and the Institut. for Des.re^
on Poverty show how much of a toll these policies have taken. Urban

Institute analyst Wayne Vroran found sutistantial increases In poverty rates
among the long-term unemployed as a result of the reductions In
unemployment insurance. "...Mt is clear that the long-term unemployed
r porienet very nir;h poverty rates and that III benoVitS hay. a sAstantial
Poverty-reducing irpact," Vroman reported. "In the absence of sawn
alternative new program, and given the particularly large arot.nt of
long -term unemployment experienced in the 1980's, it seems clear the .1

benefit cutback: have contributed to economic hardship and to occir,..c.5
0 poverty in the 19P0.S."

Sheldon nanz4ger and Peter Gottschalx of the InSIltorr. .or P.S.4rC. ^.
00vorty PxzmInol the circumstances of workers On wen. proloy.r. It lOw W47.
lo"; but then lost their Jobs and ]nined the -ahicS of the Th,
found toot most unemployed hojs. hold heads .h had prey-,,oy held Inw wag.
yolS 1'1 not nee...lye unemployment Ins-anre nenpr-t5, and tn.,' thP
prOPOrtlih that lid receive herwsrts rad 1PrrPa5P,I ShStant'a'ly -r rprprt

years. "or.over. these jobless workers and the-, families were',.. 1-tele
In the way If VW, assistance from other programs. As a rs.lt, t".,
"at high risk of poi.rty.'
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In the long run, the unemployment insurance SyStem needs to he
reexamined and reformed. Such action is unlikely in the 100th Con,reSs.
However, Some of the poorest two-parent, unemoloyed families can he
assisted now and ore of tne more flagrant holes In the safety net can he
mended if AFDC coverage is extended to unemployed two-parent families in
all States.

THE WOPKING, POOP

Another critical area where consensus has Seen growing is the need to
alter the thrust of public policies toward the working poor. If one of our
principal goals is to help more of the poor become Self -sufficlent and work
their way Out of poverty, then incentive. :nd disincentives placed in the
Path of the working poor take on added significance.

Unfortunately, the number of Americans who work but are still poor has
burgeoned in recent years. The number of prime working age individuals whO
work full-time full-year but are still below the poverty line has grown
more than 50% since 1979. There are approximately 2.5 million poor
children who live in a family where a wage-earner works full-time
year-round. The proportion of the poverty pooulatlon that works during the
year is now at an all time high.

The circumstances of the working poor demand renewed attention. 700
often a paren' faces a choice between a minimum wage or other low wage _Pb
that provides no health care or child care benefits and public assistance
benefits whiCh bring Medicaid coverage along with them. For many parents,
including responsible parents genuinely concerned ahOut their children,
this choice iS not always easy.

The ,ongress and the President last year took an important Step to
ease the burdens of the working poor when they passed the Az reform bill.
But while the tax reform bill removed wOrki q poor families from the
federal inrOme tax rolls, it did not address sJch problems as wages that
lex:. families far telow t'e 70,'e'tY f.,4! heloe, --lfamz crefit 'evolr
as well, where large families are concerned) and the lack of health care
coverage or affordable child care Services for many of these families. I

would like to comment on ON proposal that I oelieve would be especially
beneficialin dealing with this matter adjusting the earned income tax
Cried by family size.

Adiust the EITC by Family Size

For a family of two today, full-time year-round work at the minimum
wage will almost lift the family to the poverty line, gut for a family of
three with a full-time minimum wage worker, earnings fail more than 57,0100
below the po4erry line. For a family of four, the gap exceeds %11,000.

The poverty line Is adluSted for family size. Welfare benefits are
adjusted fon ramily size as well. But wages are not adjusted by family
sze. As a result, trying to move families from TirrTfare to employment
creates serious pronlem for large familieS. They may he far worse off if
they work at a low wage job, and their children may he pushed deeper into
Poverty,

This differential treatment of large and small familioS is compounded
ry the federal tax code, teen after tar refOrm. for small families wth
earnings at the poverty line, the tax reform h,11 .1mnate5 their inc,rm
tax burden and offsetS most of their social security tax "urden. but for
large families with earnings at the poverty lino, very 14ttle of the
payroll tar 'urden is Offset.

reas-' for the differential tar treatment of large and small
families s simple it i5 primarily A,. to tn. 'acr n4 a family size
aoisteeet in the earned income tar cr.,' iE7'c Add'n1 Such a $0,it,r.
ti ^e El'C would, 'n my view, be in. of the most nonof'al thngs
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Congress could do in encouracing work ano self - sufficiency. It w0L1 have
the following effects:

It would bring working poor families with several child-en somewhat
closer to the poverty line.

It would reduce (or possibly eliminate) the pr;hlem of having
welfare benefits be more remunerative than working for larger
families.

It would provide for more equal tax treatment of larger and smaller
families with children.

I would note that the concept of adjusting the ETTC by firefly size is
an area where a rather extraordinary consensus iS now developing. Among
those who have expressed support in recent months for such an approach are:
the White Nouse, In its task force report on families; the Weritaee
Foundation: AEI tax expert Eugene Steuerle, the director of tax analysis at
the Treasury Department during such of the tax reform debate; Robert
Reischauer of the Brookings Institution: the Children's Defense Fund: the
Social Policy Task Force of the House Democratic Caucus and severe' of the
recent welfare reform task force reports.

BASIC SUPPORT LEVELS

Another area where I would hope Congress would consider changes
involves basic benefit levels for low income families and children. In

most states, AFDC benefits have fallen precipitously in real terms Over fhe
past decade and a half. In the typical state, benefits are now 33 percent
lower than In 1970, after adjustment for inflation. The research of wary
Jo Bane and David Ellwood of Harvard has chown that low welfare benef :t

levels do not reduce tut-of-wedlock births or retard the formation of
female-headed households. Essentially, low benefits make families and
their children poorer. Ellwood haS Observed that by virtue of having ',cry:
benefit levels enat vary at4^1.0y :tate:, V.:: nzt":- 'f-cfikeli
conducted a massive experiment to determine whether low benefit 1.kels
produce social gains. The experiment, he conclud.s, has failed -- low
benefits do not produce social gains, but do result in greater harisn'o 'or
the families involved.

In recent months, interest has been rekindled in some guanfers 'n
establishing a minimum federal benefit level for AFDC. A elni-um ben.'.
level could boost the Incomes and well-be'ng of same of t.. poorest
children in the United States.

If approval of minimum henefit levels loos not prove P t's
:Sear. a few modest alternatives could he considered. ro- eramcle,
proposals could be considered to provide financial incent'ves 'or states
to keep benefits from falling as far heh'n1 "n"lat'Or as tney *.p
Past decade and a half. This could at least help to ,eh9 'ehhf'tS '-r-
eroding even furtner. In addition, low payment states tOU,P
relOIPPO to apply more generous earned income diSregar^S rat.er ta-
continJe redJcirg benefits a full eollae for Pact, 111lAh eA"eh
thiS would not ra'se benefits to fam'l'es r th nn Ithe" '"Ohee. w".." Al
lhast .as. the C.rrent Situatio- in wrirn wore -t,7 ,T10,
.PCOP.eS hal" of i.e DO,h"ty n a-. 'nn '-c-.'. 6.-."
ernIca-dl n snore tn.s. status."

7,r^.

,....s, .h. D,ery,

:,lira,, an zr-r :ihlOhAh l". r-
'P-a .as : are" erii r- ,rdpr
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THE W'lTE 400SE PROPOSALS

":natty, I would live to address the White 40JSw welfare reform
proposals. The White House proposals call for state experimentation in th.
low nc int program area. Certainly constructive demonstration projects can
help Ls learn how to improve the welfare system.

Yet the White House proposal turns c t, upon close examination, to
call not for a reasonable number of carefully designed, carefully evaluated
Jeonstrations, but rather for hundreds of situations in which states and
localities are authorized to go their own way and alter knit federal
assistance programs as we know them today. The White Houle report appears
to envision legis'ation that would confer on the White hm....St sweeping
authority to waive virtually any current federal requirement in any low
income program and to approve a plethora of state and local deviations.
Moreover, the criteria that would be used to guide Administratitm decisions
to approve or deny such waivers, as set forth in the bill, seems to reflect
long-standing White MOuSe ideological conceptions of how the low income
system should be altered. For example, the Administrat4on's bill
establishes as a 'policy goal,' In assessing which demonstration proposals
to approve, that determinations of need for assistance should be
'individualized' through 'local decisions' to the extent possible. Not

only are federal benefit standards considered Inappropriate; even state
benefit standards seem to be frowned upon.

In short, I fear that the White House proposal, as now designed, way
less a plan to conduct a manageable number of experiments from which

lessons can be drawn than an effort to create so much diversity In so many
areas that federal standards In low Income programs begin to erode.

This strategy appears particularly clear witn regard to federal low
income entitlement programs. such as food stamps. AFDC. SST, and Medicaid.
This bill provides that demonstreluns projects invol,Ing changes in -x-e
low income entitlement programs must bh. designed In sucn a way tnat the
entitle nts are turned .nto block grants.

rcootn-te continued from previous Page:

"nis ce'l'ng, now S77 million a year, was last ad:uste, narly a lecade
ago, in 1178. Since then, inflatio" has increase' 10111. the

CtilIng h45 remained frozen.

The kouse of Representatives ma,0 thrmt arat `forts to address
en's problem In the 1970's, thrice passing legislation to extend SS; to
P uerto Pico. Th. legIslatiom was opposed by tn. Sena' F."4.C ,Omr'tm
cnalrean, however, and died In cony. -.nce each time.

'n 1906, the average monthly honefit for the lm.mii and
,isahled poor was 130 a /WW1 in RJert0 RICO. far be'ow the av -ag. SS'

Parent 'e 1 of 1230. Strilarly, tne axmue x71, pay-P,'_ for a ,a-''y
turf.. wIth no Othm, inCOe was 190 a morn in PO.,t1 D'co Jant,a,y !'".
comea'ed to 1345 a 'onto. the medlar stat.. 5171 a month In tn. i'ng
:siands, and 51111 a .7011th 'n Alabara. the state wit tn. low.st
imfe,S.

Mr.I. ,Aly,snts are IWO, 4^ 21,..0 'S 'it

2.0 5,ffer5 ''r led. S of :^V.'ty aro .".nu'ov-.-t :ftat fa-
se 'n the 60 states. "- rat. --, P..r'' Pto ranged
tl 2r

4::'1^ '0^1,.SS COl'e tar m mo.1 "a, to or..of, to. 0>' po,o.o4o. to

.^ its last att.-ot to do so i' 1'7, tn. :.ASSe"'

atii" .'at woild nave stanl'snd an 'S' D'Og,4.
./r., 'mhm 't !hi- 'r the c^ stat.s an approatn to.1, h.

"D'''e Alte"at'vnly. tn's is not f "1.. th.
P,41 parents 'n -:on. 'Pe,' es and

u. '3 :.1 " lf'S.' '1:0 t'

,4,S
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Under an entitlement, a household that is poor enough to meet a
program's eligibility requirements is entitled to assistance. The
entitlement is honored even if a state enters a recession, when need
increases (aid program casts rise) as a consequence.

Under a block grant program, by contrast, a state receives a fixed
allotment of funds for the year; the funds do not increase if need grows.
Poor families in the state are no longer entitled to benefits, despite
their poverty. The block grant structure is ill-suited to delivering
needs-based benefits, particularly during periods of economic downturn.
When states experience recession, the number of households in need rises
while state revenues contract. Yet while the number of those in need
rises, the amount of funds provided to the state is fixed under a block
grant.

In Such a situation, benefit cuts or denial of aid to some of the
newly poor and newly unemployed becomes likely. In addition, the
countercyclical features of means-tested federal entitlements -- namely.
that more federal funds are infused into the state economy when the economy
sours and need increases, while federal furds are reduced when need shrinks
and the state's economy rebounds -- are lost when block grants are used to
provide the benefits.

Broadened authority for demonstration projects should thus be
carefully constructed by the Congress. Wmiver authority already exists in
laws governing AFDC and many other low income programs. in expanding the
executive branch's demonstration authority, Congress should ensure that the
number of newly authorized pilot projects is kept at a manageable level,
with such projects subject to careful evaluations from which useful lessons
can be learned.

Moreover, in most circ''mstances where pilot projects are designed that
involve benefit structures in entitlement programs such as AFDC, BSI,
Medicaid, or food stamps, the entitlement nature of these programs should
be maintained. In virtually all demonstration projects conducted in these
programs in recent years (including food stamp workfare demonstrations, job
search pilot projects. demonstrations testing the revamping of food stamp
benefit rules to accord more closely with AFDC and Medicaid rules. and a
number of other projects) the entitlement structure has been consistently
maintained.

I also have a concern regarding the possible cash-out of food stamp
benefits that would likely occur under a number of the demonstration
projects. Under the federal Food Stamp Act, food stamps may not be Counted
as income in determining eligibility and benefit levels under federal,
state, or local programs. I' food stamps are cashed out, it is essential
that this protection be maintained, and that some portion of a combined
cash payment be identified as representing a food stamp rash out level
(t'ic can be done in a standardized fashion, so that ood Stamp benefit
;evelS need not be Individually determined).

If thls is not done, then in many demonstration areas, *f0: families
living In public or subsidized housing will suddenly find their rents
Increased very susbstantially. Some families may be made ineliglble fo,
other benefits or services es well.

Finally. if Co -greys aJthorlzes demonstration projects, the Stoop Of

tne demonstrations -- i.e., wbich federal programs can be Covered snould

be carefully defined and limited. The White mouse DfOOOSSI heS S.Ch an
loclusIse definition that programs ranging from veterans pensions to mead
Start to Pell grants, legal services, Job and the WIT. program world

appear to be inclnded. hearty 100 separate felera' programs, 'any of then
oJite 'unrelated to welfare, seem to be cnverel 4nlee the He,l-strat.re
SithOfIty as sought by the 4hife mouse.
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Mr. PEASE. Thank you very much, Mr. Greenstein.
Next we will turn to Susan Rees.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN REES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COALITION
ON HUMAN NEEDS

Ms. REES. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I am Susan Rees, director
of the Coalition on Human Needs. I would like to introduce Gary
Itzkowitz, who is on our staff and is with me in case you have any
questions on the survey that we have been conducting of low-
income people.

The Coalition was formed in 1981 of over 100 organizations at
the national level that are very concerned about the needs of low-
income people and minorities. We also have in our network grass-
roots groups, many of them consisting of low-income people them-
selves.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify today and we
do have great appreciation, Mr. Ford, for the leadership that you
have taken and for your steadfast support of extending AFDC UP
to all States.

We hope that this committee in its efforts to revamp the welfare
system will have as its overriding goal the reduction of poverty.
Too often, many who are advocating welfare reform today seem to
have as their central focus the reduction of the welfare rolls, and
that in and of itself is not going to improve the economic circum-
stances of people in poverty. As I have said, the Coalition's testimo-
ny is based on a survey that we are conducting, with support from
the Ford Foundation. It is also based on discussions that we have
had with the working group of 25 policy groups here in Washing-
ton who have been discussing the same issues that this committee
is considering.

The Ford-supported survey enables us to convey the views of 200
persons with incomes, with just a few exceptions, 125 percent below
the poverty line. In-depth interviews, averaging 2 hours in length.
were conducted with 50 low-income persons in Washington, D.C.,
this past summer Another 150 interviews are just being completed
now m San Antonio, Aliquippa, Pa., end three rural counties in
northeastern North Carolina. The final analysis and report will be
available in late April, and we will make sure that the members of
the committee have that report.

For many reasons, which we will outline, our working group be-
lieves that employment/training cannot provide the total solution.

First, it is important to remember that our system of public as-
sistance is far from reaching all of those in poverty now. If you
look only at poor families with children, only about half of them
are receiving AFDC. Furthermore, 2 million, or 22 percent of those
eligible to receive AFDC, do not -eceive it.

Some, obviously, do not app./. They may think they tire not
qualified or they may have been told informally that they don't
qualify. The bureaucracy, we have found in our interviews, keeps
many from applying.

I personally interviewed a woman in Washington this summer
who had no income from any source and two children to support.
Yet, she had not applied for food stamps yet, and had only recently
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applied for AFDC. She was in a training program and had been un-
employed for several months.

She said that the reason that she had delayed applying for bene-
fits was that to do so she would have to find an entire day that she
could take off and find a neighbor or friend to take her to the
Montgomery County welfare office. She would have to make special
arrangements to have her children cared for during the hours that
she would have to spend there, and she knew that she would need
additional documentation and it would require other trips.

This was not an uncommon experience to people that we inter-
viewed who had applied for AFDC and food stamp benefits. In fact,
we got the impression at times that it is a full-time job just to
apply for and maintain your eligibility for welfare.

Our policies have already made it very difficult for people in
need to qualify and maintain that needed support. Erecting any ad-
ditional hurdles in this round of welfare reform would really be in-
tolerable. If anything, we need to consider streamlining the system
and red,:cing the amount of documentation required.

Although some don't apply, most of the poor not receiving AFDC
do not qualify under State-determined policies. For example, a
seven-member Hispanic family that we interviewed in Texas could
not begin to qualify for AFDC simply because of the father's pres-
ence. Food stamps of $304 a month was that family's only income,
now that his unemployment benefits had run out. This is 22 per-
cent of the poverty line for a seven-member family, and these two
parents and their five children were living in a two-room house
with no doors and no plumbing.

For those who do manage to qualify for AFDC, the benefits
simply do not go far enough. Time and again in our interviews in
Washington we were told by recipients that AFDC and food stamps
last only 2 or 3 weeks out of a month, but people said that they
would not be able to survive without them.

A white mother of two is living at 74 percent of the poverty line
on AFDC and food stamps in Aliquippa. She pays $225 of her $357
AFDC benefits to rent a trailer. When interviewed, she had winter
clothing for her two children, but only jean and a T-shirt for her-
801. The youngest child has a severe respiratory problem which re-
quires constant monitoring through the night and frequent emer-
gency trips to the hospital. Medicaid would not pay for a breathing
monitor, which would cost $5,000, or $225 a month to rent.

The Coalition believes that this year Coi.gress should take the
first steps towards achieving in the foreseeable future combined
AFDC and food stamp benefit that would be nationwide, reaching
100 percent of poverty.

We also believe, as you el, Mr. Chairman, that AFDC UP must
be mandated in all Stites so that children in two-parent families
are not discriminated against simply because of the State they live
in.

Now, to turn our attention to the topic that today is considered
"the" issue of welfare reform; namely, work. The great majority of
people we interviewed believe that a good job ultimately was the
only way out of their current economic straits. Yet, employment
and training in and of themselves are not going to be the solution
for everyone. First, many are seriously hampered in their ability to
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work due to their own disability or the care needed by a family
member.

We purposely interviewed 10 disabled persons in Washington,
only to find that, in addition, nearly the entire sample had some-
one else in the household, especially children and spouses, who
were disabled, impaired, or seriously ill.

Second, we think it is important to recognize that nurturing chil-
dren is a valuable activity, possibly the most important in our soci-
ety. Much has been made of the extent to which middle-class moth-
ers have entered the work force, but significant numbers have not.
Thirty percent with children age 6 to 17, for example, are not
working outside the home. Many of those who do work outside the
home have a husband with whom they share responsibility for
caring for the children. A great majority, 71 percent, work less
than full-time.

Given the reality of low wages and inadequate child care, many
low-income mothers choose not to work, rather than jeopardize the
safety of their children. Others know that their earnings would not
even come close to the cost of substitute parenting.

The challenge to the community is to find the beet way to make
real jobs a possibility for all those who want to work. At the same
time, we must be careful not to promise more than we can deliver,
because many of these people have been through many programs,
federally funded Government programs, they thought would lead to
a job and did not. Neither work nor training would be a new expe-
rience to the people we have interviewed. In Washington, everyone
had worked at some point in their lives, and about half were still
working. But all were still poor.

At least in Washington and in Pennsylvania the training that
many had received was often inadequate and sometimes incompe-
tent. One such case was that of a black couple in their thirties,
with four children. She has epilepsy and he has sickle-cell anemia.
The wife made many sacrifices, bought an expensive medical dic-
tionary and attended classes thnugh the snow, while pregnant, to
learn to become a medical transcriber. Such a job would have sig-
nificantly raised her income, but the course was cancelled before
she could complete it.

She then took a typing course and got a job as a typist and was
soon tired because she had too many typing errors. Finally, she
went back on AFDC just so she could qualify for addition 11 train-
ing. Now she does have a job, at $150 a week, or about L.1 percent
of the poverty line for her family.

Her husband is unemployed because his condition prevents him
from doing strenuous work. He -.:ent through extensive training to
become a driver of tractor trailer rigs. Only after the training was
completed did h learn he needed to pass his physical exam as
wtii, and his medical condition prevented him from doing that. He
fvls very strongly that he should have been informed before enter-
ing the course that he would have to do that in order to drive these
trucks.

Then he went into an architectural drafting course, and he had
Gne ya&r of basic training in that, but he has found that he cannot
even get an entry-level job because he cannot rfrei-e additional
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training. The job center that was helping him would not approve
an additional year of training.

Besides lack of training and education, the people we interviewed
most frequently mentioned the lack of appropriate child care and
the loss of Medicaid coverage as their main obstacles to work out-
side the home. Child care not only must be available for infants
and children after school, but those who need attention to special
health problems. Anyt.ne with children is reluctant to lose the pri-
mary health care services that Medicaid provides. By taking a job
that doesn't have hospitalization or major medical insurance, the
risk is even greater for those families which already have medical
problems established.

People are also extremely reluctant to take the risk of a mini-
mum-wage type job which offers little flexibility in hours, a necessi-
ty with people who have very young children, and that offer little
opportunity to learn and advance.

Certainly workfare, working off your benefits, does not offer the
kind of jobs that these people aspire to. One woman told us, "I
wouldn't be any better off than I am now. I would still be on wel-
fare." Since they do not lead to true independence from the system,
such work relief approaches should be firmly rejected.

To be fair to all those who want and need jobs, as well as those
who believe they can't and shouldn't be away from home, we be-
lieve that you should start with a welfare-work system which is
open to all who wish to enter it, but compulsory for none. Our ex-
perience with JTPA has made us all very wary of creaming. How-
ever, our experience in our survey makes it almost impossible for
us to predict who really would become long-term dependents.
Almost everyone we interviewed had at least one of the character-
istics that are typical of those who become long-term dependents
on the welfare system.

Those who move into paid work should have available to them a
full menu of education, training, and support services. Assessments
must come at the beginning from a qualified person who knows the
community's education and training system and the local job
market. From what several interviewees told us about the treat-
ment they receive from welfare workers, they would be the last
ones I would choose to deliver such a sensitive personal service.

Finally, any Federal legislation should set up performance stand-
ards based on quality rather than the number of placements. Even
with a perfect training system for all AFDC and even potential
AFDC recipients, in most places there are not enough jobs avail-
able that pay enough or provide the benefits nesary to support a
family and assure the availability of health care. Ultimately, the
situation calls for broad economic measures which are beyond the
scope of this hearing.

It is, however, within the jurisdiction of this committee to devise
provisions that will relieve the economic barriers faced by AFDC
recipients moving into low-wage employment. Specifically, this can
be accomplished by extending Medicaid, liberalizing AFDC earned-
income disregards and deductions, removing the 100-hour rule for
two-parent working families, providing child care allowances for
those in training and education, and modifying the EITC to assist
families earning wages less than the poverty line.
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Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you again for the opportunity to
comment on this complex, but most important, of issues. The Coali-
tion would urge you to move ahead so that this year we can accom-
plish as much as we possibly can for poor families and at the same
time set a clear agenda for the unfinished business which will un-
doubtedly remain. As I said, we will be happy to supply our final
report of our survey and we stand willing to work with the subcom-
mittee and the full committee in the months ahead.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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PRESENTED BY

SUSAN REES
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

COALITION ON HUMAN NEEDS

Mr. Chairman, I am Susan Rees, executive director of the
Coalition on Human Needs, an alliance of over 10J national organ-
izations here in Washington and hundreds of grass-roots groups
around the country. The Coalition was formed in 1981 by groups
concerned about federal policies affecting the poor, miuorities,
women, children, disabled persons and the elderly.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify today. We have great appreciation for the leadership
you have displayed in convening these and earlier hearings, in
the directions set b; the bill you introduced last year and your
steadfastness in supporting assistance to two-parent families.

The Coalition firmly believes in the high priority given by
you and others this year to welfare reform. We sincerely hope
that as much as possible can be done in this session of Congress
to refo-m the system and enable many to escape into paid employment
that better meets their family's needs.

The Coalition is specifically concerned about the following
issues:

Welfare recipier.ts now face significant obstacles in
qualifying for and maintaining the assistance they
need. Extreme care must he taken to avoid erecting new
bureaucratic hurdles that offer no real assistance.

A combined AFDC-Food Stamp national benefit standard of
at 100 percent of poverty should be achieved within the
foreseeable future, with the first steps taken this year.

Real jobs, with decent wages and bene!its, are a critical
factor in the welfare reform equation.

Most welfare recipients want desperately to work at
decent jobs. We should do everything we can to help them
and be careful not to promise more than we can deliver.

Fairness to the many who want to work outside the home
and to those who can't requires a welfare-work system
which is open to all who wish to enter it but compulsory
for no one.

A full range of support services must be in place and
applied carefully on an individual basis.

Intake assessments must be conducted by highly qualified
personnel with intimate lc iwledge of the local education
and training system and employment opportunities.

The federal government must provide transitional income
and health care assistance that is not based on time
limitations but on economic need.

In your efforts to revamp the welfare system, Mr. Chairman,
we hope you will keep as your overriding goal the reduction of
poverty. We have been following the testimony before this and
other committees, and believe that too often the underlying
emphasis of some witnesses has been a desire to simply reduce
the welfare rolls. If our aim is to reduce the extent of poverty,
we must be concerned with the kinds of jobs people will get when
they move off welfare as well as the level of assistance that is
available to those who, for one reason or another, must depend
on public assistance.
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The Coalition's testimony is based on the deliberations of
a working group on welfare and a earvey the Coalition has conducted
of low income persons under a Ford Foundation crant. The working
group consists of about 25 policy experts from Coalition partic-
ipating organizations and others who signed a S:atement of Prin-
ciples on welfare reform which received wide melia attention in
December. We have been meeting on a weekly bass to discuss
substantive issues that the committee and its staff also have
been grappling with.

The Ford-supported survey enables us to convey to you the
views of 200 persons with incomes below 125 percent of poverty
(most of them beneath the poverty line). In-depth interviews,
averaging two hours in length, were conducted with 50 low income
persons in Washington, D.C., last summer. Another 150 such
interviews are now being completed in San Antonio, Alliquippa,
Pa., and three rural counties in northeastern North Carolina.
Although we have tried to present examples and early observations
from the three final sites in our testimony, the final analysis
and report will not be finished until late April.

Rather than statistical analysis, our qualitative research
was designed to elicit detailed personal experiences and policy-
informing ideas from persons who are past, present and potential
recipients of AFDC and other low income programs. While not a
random sample, those we interviewed were selected to mirror the
characteristics of persons in poverty in terms of geographical
location, race, sex, age and employment status. Respondents
were identified and interviewed with the assistance of non-profit
religious, social service and community organizations. The
proportionate size of each of sub-sample was mid-way between
what he Panel Study of Income tynamics found to be the percentage
that makes up the persistently poor and the poor at any one
time. For many reasons, which we w 11 outline, our working
group believes that employment/training cannot provide the total
solution.

First, it is important to remember that our system of public
assistance is far from reaching all of those in poverty. If you
look only at poor families with children, you find that half are
not receiving AFDC. Furthermore, two million persons, or 22
percent of those eligible for AFDC, do not receive it.

Some obviously do not apply for AFDC whether they're eligible
or not. We have interviewed such people. Usually, their reason
is that they think they won't qualify. Unemployed steelworkers
in Pennsylvania are selling homes, cars and exhausting their
savings. Although they have no income, or very little, they
know they don't qdalify for assistance.

The bureaucracy, which often is cruel, keeps many others
from applying. I personally interviewed a woman in Washington
who had no income from any source and two children to support,
yet she had not applied for food stamps and was still awaiting a
decision on her recent application for AFDC. She had separated
from her husband a year and a half earlier, gotten a job as a
receptionist and lost it after six month. Now enrolled in a
training program, she said the reason she delayed anpiying for
benefits was finding an entire day she felt she would have to
spend in the Montgomery County welfare office, tte difficulty
in arranging for e friend to take her ttere and pick her up, the
additional trips t t would be required to gather documentation
and special arrang. ints needed for child care.

Our Policies have already made it very difficult for people
in need to apply and qualify for welfare. Erecting any addi-
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tional hurdles in this round of *welfare reform* would be intol-
erable. If anything, we need to streamline the system and
reduce the documentation required.

Although some don't apply, most of the poor not receiving AFDC
do not qualify under state-determined policies. As of last
July, the standard of need on which AFDC eligibility is based,
was below the federal poverty line for a farily of three in
every state. In 38 states, it was below 75 percent of the povertyline. Also, two-parent families are categorically ineligibleregardless of how low their income is in the 26 states which have
rejected the option of enacting the AFDC-unemployed parent program.

For example, a seven-member Hi:panic family we interviewed
in Texas could not begin to qualify for AFDC because of thefather's presence. Food stamps of $304 per month is the family's
only income now that his unemployment benefits nave run out. ThisIi72WEFint of poverty for a seven-member family. The parentsand five children live in a two-room house without doors or
plumbing.

For those who do manage to qualify for AFDC, the benefits
simply to not go far enough. Time and again, people we interviewed
in Washington used the same words t, describe the level of AFDC
and food stamp benefits they received: They only last two or
three weeks (of a month), but I don't know how we'd survivewithout them.* They managed only with the help of other federally-
funded services, private charity and by doubling up with large
extended families.

Recipients' descripticn of how long benefits last is borne
out in statistics relating them to the official federal poverty
line. In 1986, maximum AFDC benefits in 31 states and the District
of Columbia were less than 50 percent of the poverty line for afamily of three. Even when combined with food stamps, benefitsdo not reach 75 percent of the poverty line in 40 states.

A white mother of two, for example, is living at 74 percent
of the poverty level on AFDC and food stamps in Alliquippa. Shepays $225 of her $357 AFDC benefit to rent a trailer. Wheninterviewed, she had winter clothing for her two children but
only jeans and a T-shirt for herself. The youngest child has a
severe respiratory problem which requires constant monitoring
through the night and frequent emergency trips to the hospital.
Medicaid would not pay fur a breathing monitor, which would cost
$5,000 or $225 a month to rent.

The father, a laid off steelworker, left his family in theface of the stress caused by the infant's illness and theirfinancial pressures. The mother was fired from her janitorialjob when her boss learned she was pregnant (a fre,uent occurrence
among those we interviewed). Being fired kept her from receiving
unemployment benefits. Having dropped out of tenth grade, she
is trying to find a way to finish her GED. At age 22, she feelsshe has been discriminated against for better jobs because of
her age and lack of education. She has applied for other jobs,
mostly part-time work with no benefits, but has been turned down
in favor of high school students who can work after school.

In addition, variation in AFDC benefits between the statesis great. The median AFDC benefit for a family of three was
paid by Illinois last year -- $341 per month, or $4,092 per
year. This was 45 pe,cent of a poverty level income of $760 permonth for a family of three. Half the states paid less, with
benefits as low as $118 in Alabama. Outside of Alaska, the highest
payment of $617 (81 percent of poverty) was in California.
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The wide variation in payments, the numbers of poor children
who go without any assistance, and the inadequacy of current
payments make it imperative that any welfare reform in the current
"window of opportunity" move toward realistic standards of need
and a national minimum benefit.

Specifically, the Coalition believes that this year Congress
should take the first ate .s toward achievin , in the foreseeable

ure, a co ine v o s amp minimum ne i o ercent
of poverty. We also believe, as you do, Mr. Chairman, tnat
AFDC-UP must be mandated in all skates so that children in two-
parent families are not discriminated against because they live
in one state and not another.

We are pleased that Mr. Downey has taken this approach in
the New Federalism Act which he introduced last year with Senator
Evans. However, we are very concerned about the method this
bill used to pay for the AFDC-UP extension and a national minimum
benefit. The trade-off he has proposed would eliminate many
programs which directly and indirectly assist the poor. In some
cases, these are the same people assisted by AFDC, but in others,
they are the poor who are not receiving public assistance.

The low income persons we interviewed were generally more
satisfied with these programs that provided in-kind services --
the manner in which they were deliiered and their adequacy -- than
they were with benefit programs.

The federalism bill assumes that states will fund these and
dozens of other programs proposed for devolution with the savings
they would reap from the federal government's assumption of
greater AFDC and Medicaid Costs. A second Coalition study spon-
sored by the Ford Foundation has found that, in the implementation
of block grants, states cannot be relied on to target benefits
on those who need them most. Furthermore, since most of the
programs that the federalism bill would "devolve" now go through
local governments, what incentive is there for states to create
new state-funded programs to replace them?

Despite these concerns, we are eager to work with Mr. Downey
and the rest of the committee to make the improvements in AFDC
that are so badly needed. If reduction of poverty is truly a
national priority, we believe the means can be found without
taking away other forms of low income assistance.

Now, to turn our attention to the topic that many today
consider the issue of welfare reform, namely work. The great
majority Frpeople we interviewed believed that a good Job was
ultimately the only way out of their current economic straits.
Yet, employment/training cannot be considered the total solution
for everyone.

First, many are seriously hampered in their ability to work
due- to their own disability or the care needed by another family
member. We purposely interviewed 10 disabled persons in Washing-
ton, only to find that, in addition, nearly half of the entire
sample had someone else in the household -- usually children or
the spouse -- who was disabled, impaired or seriously ill.

Second, nurturing children is a valuable activity, possibly
the most important in our society. Much has been made o' the
extent to which ' iddle class' mothers have entered the workforce.
But significant numbers have not (49 percent of those with children
under three, 46 percent with children under six, and 30 percent
with children 6-17). Many of those who do work outside the home
have a husband Witt whom they share care-taking responsibilities.
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And the great majority, 71 percent, work less than full-time
year-round.

Given the reality of low wages and inadequate child care,
many low income mothers choose not to work rather than jeopardizethe safety of their children. Others know that earnings would
not even come close to the cost of substitute care.

Several of the women in our survey, especially those with
large families, believe strongly that they should be home withtheir children. One 36-year-old mother of three, a Hispanic, isbreast feeding her youngest child

and says she would not consider
leaving home until he is at least 2 1/2. She only finishedsixth grade and stresses education with her children. 'I keeptelling my son, +Look at the way we are -- your dad and I we
didn't finish schoo:. Is that what you want?"

Child care and health care-related issues were frequentlycited by the women we interviewed
in Washington as the main

reasons they lost their -,,bs or were currently unemployed.
Clearly, the absence of quality, affordable child care is one of
the major impediments to the employment of AFDC mothers.

While some we interviewed couldn't, or believed they shouldn't,leave the home to work, the vast majority wanted desperately togo to work and free themseivs from
a welfare system that they

consider inadequate and demeaning. Some who want to go out and
work are disabled; have tremendous

education, skill and personaldeficiencies; or, in the judgment of others, might be better offstaying at home.

The challenge to this and other committees, is tr. find thebest way to make
challenge

jobs' a reality for all of tho..eAiatant
to work. At the same time, we must be careful not to promise morethan we can aeliver because

many of these people have been dis-
illusioned time and again by government programs which they
thought would Lead to lobs.

As Judith Guron of MDRC wrote in a Februarl 1987 paper, 'theglass is either half full or half empty' dependim_ on the per-spective from which one views the employment and training programsthat MDRC examined it five states. If you look from the pointof view of those who went through
the experimental programs, youfind that, depending on the state, from 78 to 38 percert of the

participants did not become employed during the study period.
It seems plausibli-Ehat those people expected to get somethingout of the program and were disappointed. Even in the modelE.T. Choices program in Massachusetts.,

7. percent of registrantsdid not come out with jobs in the first 20 months of the pro-gram. The number Who participated in
advanced education or Iraq-term training, was not large enough

to explain why so many failedto get jobs.

Neither work nor training would be a new experience to thepeople we have interviewed.
In Washington, everyore had workedat some point in their lives and about half were still working-- but all were still poor.

At least in Washington: o.C.,
and Pennsylvania the training

these people received was often ineffective and sometimes incospe-tert. In some cases the training was obtained through WIN,
trade re-adjustment assistance, JTPA, the Veterans Administrationor vocational rehabilitation. In athrrs it was through a purely
private arrangement between the p rson and a for-profit firm.

(Early analysis indicates that inadequat. training is not asgreat a problem in San Antonio,
where reipondents' basic skills
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and English proficiency were generally so low that they could not
even take advantage of training if it were available; or in
rural North Carolina, where low wage jobs are the main option,
even for those who have training.)

In Washington, the greatest desire was for a higher level
skill training. Respondents, some of whom had been through
multiple training programs, also mentioned the need for updated
equipment, more hands-on experience or a sequential extension of
the basics they had received in courses that were too short or
too basic.

One such case was atblack couple in their 30s with four
children. She has epilepsy and he aickie cell anemia. The wife
made sacrifices -- bought an expensive medical dictionary, attended
classes through the snow while pregnant -- to learn to become a
medical transcriber. Such a job would have bkought a higher
income but the training program was canceled before she could
complete it. She then took a typing course but lost the job she
obtained because of too many typing errors. Finally, she were back
on AFDC in order to get more training and now has a job making
$150 per week, about 60 percent of poverty for her family of
six.

Her husband is now unemployed because his condition prevents
him from doing tiring work. He went through extensive training
to drive trailer rigs only to leer- after completion that he
could not get the necessary license because of his sickle cell
anemia. He feels that the training program should have informed
him that he would have to pass a physical before he embarked on
that course. He then went into an architectural drafting course.
Although he completed it and enjoys this type of work, the one-
year program did not provide sufficient training for an entry
level job and the VA job center denied his request for advanced
training.

Similar tales of exasperation have come from our survey in
Pennsylvania. Many of them, one feels, could be prevented if
people got good advice and assistance at the outset and if training
programs had strong job development and placement components.

Besides lack of trainirg and education, people we interviewed
most frequently mentioned the lack of appropriate child care and
the loss of Medicaid coverage as the main obstacles to work
outside the home. Both of these are related to the high incidence
of illness and disability we found among poor families. Child
care not only must be available for infants and for young children
after school, but for those who need attention to special health
problems. Anyone with children is reluctant to lose the primary
care services funded by Medicaid to risk taking a job without major
medical insurance. The risk is even greater for those families
which already have medical problems.

They are also extremely reluctant to take the risk of a
minimum wage-type job. Most of these employers, we are told, will
not tolerate absences or tardiness related .0 childhood emergen-
cies. The small increase in pay compared to welfare benefits
hardly makes the shift worthwhile, especially when the jobs
teach no new skills or offer no prosepct for advancement. 'What
could I learn to do, flip burgers?" one mother asked us.

Certainly workfare (working off your benefits) does not
offer the kind of job that people we interviewed aspire to. "I

woul..lo't be any better off than I am now, and I would still be on
welfare," one woman told us, capturing the reaction of many.
Since they do not lead to true independence from the sxstem,
such work relief" approaches should be firmiTrelectea.
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To be fair to all of those who want and need jobs, as well
as those who believe they can't and shouldn't be away from home,
we should start % th a welfare -work system which is open to all
who wish to enter it but compulsory for no one. our experience
with JTPA has made us all wary of "creaming,' but it would be
difficult to choose the "neediest" among the AFDC population.

David Ellwood's work, as recounted in the recent GAO publica-
tion, "Work and welfare," identifies several factors characteristic
of the long-term recipient (black, never married before receiving
AFDC, high school drop-out, no recent work experience, entered
AFDC at a very young age or when their children were younger
than three). Yet, some of these factors have no impact alone
but only in combination. In our survey, it seemed that everyone
had at least one of these characteristics.

Those who want to move into paid work should have available
to them a rule menu of euacation, training and support services
available meet their individual ne-'s. Assessment must come at
the beginning= fil55-i-quarified Jerson who knows the communit 's
em lo went and -Eraining system andtheM17776-ana.
w at in erviewees told us about the treatment they receive from
welfare caseworkers, these would not seem to be the ones to make
such assessments. Several accused them of purposefully withholding
information about resources for jobs and training. Lack of
sensitivity on a broader scale has been pervasive in each interview
site.)

Finally, any federal legislation should set out performance
standards based on the quality, not the number of placements.
The degree of net income gain would be one such measure.
Furthermore, because service needs are so great among the AFDC
population, it would be a mistake to reward states on the basis
of achieving placements at low cost. This only encourages cream-
ing, or serving the easiest to serve.

Even with a perfect training system for all AFDC Hind poten-
tial) recipients, in most places there are not enough jobs avail-
able that pay enough or provide the benefits necessary-to support
a family and assure the availability health care. Ultimately,
this situation calls for broad economic measures which are beyr 1
the scope of this hearing. I would say, however, that many of
our survey respondents identified macro-economic intervention as
the main *fling that government could do to help them out their
family's financial plight. This has-been especially true in the
small town outside Pittsburgh, where steelworkers affected by
the closing of the massive LTV mill feel that they are already
highly skilled, productive workers who simply need a job compatible
with their skills. Many have been through re-training, for
example to become an automechanic, but cannot even find those
kinds of jobs in their ravaged local economy. In San Antonio,
the problem seems to be the dominance of low-paying employment
in the service sector.

It is, however, within the scope of this committee to devise
provisions that will alleviate the economic barriers facet
AFDC recipients moving into low-level employment. And, through
the Earned Income Tax Credit, the very low wages of both ArDC
recipients and other poor families could be supplemented to at
least ensure a level of income equal to 100 percent of poverty.

Specifically, we would urge, you to remove the 100-hour rule
lA AFIX'WE-iWir more Than 2 1/2
-WiRT-7-Montf, but Tfirl-Tave Incomes ow eric717-1Z7Unirf-for
AFDC, can receive a small AFDC17;i7;nt and still remain eligible
F-or Medicaid. Secondly, the ATTC-i7E17MFraisregards should he
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liberalized so that oor families can kee more of their earnin s.
ni care ana wor expense euc ions s of a e in exed so tha
they reflect the actual costs faced 11 working families, and
child care allowances should be proviaed for AFDC parents in
training and education programs.

Transitional assistance, in the Coalition's
be provi ea on an ar rary ime- imi ea asis out on ne oasis
of economic need. This woula call for the elimination of the
provision erminating the current four-month limit on AFDC earned
income disregards. It would also suggest the extension of Medicaid
benefits to those who have jobs with no health insurance and
insufficient income to purchase their own.

M. Chairman, I want to thank you again fox the opportunity
to comment on this complex, but most important issue. Members of
the Coalition want to encourage you to move ahead so that this
year we can accomplish as much as we can for poor families and
set a clear agenda for the unfinished business which, for fiscal
reasons, will no doubt remain. We will supply our final survey
report to the committee and stand ready to work with you in the
months ahead.

view, should not
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Mr. PEASE. Thank you very much, Ms. Rees. We appreciate your
testimony.

Mr. Ford?
Chairman FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
A couple of questions. We're talking about AFDC-UP here in the

House, and we've had it in conference for the last two or three ses-
sions of the Congress. You both have testified that we should
remove the 100-hour work disregard for the recipients.

Limiting work to 100 hours per month has not worked. I guess
that would come to about 2, 2Y2 weeks per month. I don't know
what the cost would be if we removed the 100-hour requirement. I
believe that stall can provide that information to us.

But we were talking about maybe, I think the revenue on the
bases AFDC-UP mandate is about $370 million over a 2-year
period. The repeal of the 100-hour rule would increase costs fur-ther.

Do you have any information as to what might be the costs and
whether or not we should move it in this welfare reform package? I
am a firm believer that helping intact families, promoting family
stability is what we ought to be drafting in this welfare reform
package. But it has been difficult for us in the Congress to get it
passed.

Mr. Greenstein?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I do not have in hand the cost

figures on that. But I have several observations. I think what you
are referring to, if I understand it, is that it has been politically
difficult to get the basic UP mandated. We don't want to do any-
thing that is going to lessen the chances, politically, of that hap-
pening.

Thei e are two t toughts. One is, there are two ways to do the 100 -
hour rule, and I don't know the cost figures. But if the cost figures
are too high, one way that could limit the cost figures somewhat is
to retain the 100-hour rule at initial eligibility and to then elimi-
nate the 100-rule only once people are already on the program; if
they then begin to work and their work goes above 100 hours, not
to tenninate them. That would be less costly than eliminating the
100-hour rule, both at initial eligibility as well as after that.

Chairman FORD. What do you mean? You wouldn't terminate
them after the 100 hours?

Mr. GREENSTEIN. In other words, you could retain a requirement
that they would not qualify in the first place if they were already
working more than 100 hours, but if they were not and they quali-
fied for the program, you would remove the work disincentive if
you came on when you were unemployed and you- -

Chairman FORD. Would they retain their eligibility?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. You could. I am saying that wouldn't be as good

as eliminating it both for eligibility and for benefits, but it would
be less costly and it would remove the one piece that is the greater
work disincentive. The greater work disincentive is that once
people are already on the program, there is a disincentive to in-
crease those hours of work above 100. You could do that while re-
taining the 100-hour rule in terms of who qualified to get on in the
first place. That would reduce the cost somewhat.
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A second thought I have isi don't know what the committee's
plan isin terms of whether to include the unemployed-parent
mandate as part of an overall welfare reform bill or possibly
whether to do it separately, for example, in a reconciliation bill as
in pasout years.

If y were to do that, it would be my thought that it might
make more sense politically, and in some ways substantively, to
proceed with the mandate as you did in past years that did not in-
clude the change in the 100-hour rule if that were to be done as a
separate piece of legislation. And then, if you had a welfare reform
bill the core of which was in some ways the issue of workwith
work-and-welfare programs, earned-income disregards, health care
and child careit would be very appropriqte to have the easing of
the 100-hour rule in that work package because it is fundamentally
a disincentive for people on the program to increase their earnings
over 100 hours.

Chairman FORD. Well, its not clear whether we're going to in-
clude it in the welfare reform package or place it in the reconcilia-
tion bill. Whichever way we can gain the type of support that will
be needed to pass it, hopefully, we will put it in this package or the
other package.

But you used in your testimony, I guess from your samplings, a
family out of Texas. You talked about a family of three, I think,
three children and a husband and a wife received only whatever it
was.

Ms. REES. A family of six or seven, actually.
Chairman FORD. Right. The Hispanic family you talked about.

And Texas is one of those States, like my own State of Tennessee,
that does not encourage family stability. Two-parent families are
not eligible...! think it is a clear example in your testimony today of
how families are in fact denied the subsistence they need from the
welfare system. Hopefully, we can correct this.

I don't know whether we should include it in the welfare reform
package or not. I am talking with and meeting with the leadership
in the Congress, and hopefully we can move it separately. But I am
interested me in this testimony today as to whether we should look
at the 100-rule and really bring on a pro-family unemployed-parent
or pro-family provision within the welfare system.

Ms. REFS. I don't have the cost figures on that either, but I would
agree with Bob that if we could at least make some partial step
and that was really the thrust of my testimonyin all of these
areas. If we can begin this year to set the goals for the eventual
elimination of the 100-hour rule, but do it in the way that Bob sug-
gested, or in some other way that would cost less the first year, it
would be very important.

Chairman Fogw. The study that you all conducted, sponsored by
the Ford Foundation, can you tell meyou said there were 200
participants or familieshow many were comir.g from the south-
ern States? I am trying to see if we can get some of the information
provided to the committee so that when we are moving the unem-
ployed-parent provision through the Congress, that maybe the
chair of the subcommittee would be privy to some of this informa-
tion.
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Ms. Rms. We have 50 from each of our locations, so there are 50
people in Texas and 50 in North Carolina, and then 50 from Wash-
ington, D.C., and 50 from Pennsylvania.

Chairman FORD. Do you have a copy of that?
Ms. Rms. Of the report?
Chairman FORD. Of the report.
Ms. Rms. We have the analysis of the Washington, DC, sample,

which I believe your staff has.
Chairman FORD. What about the one out of Texas?
Ms RIP Those interviews are just Leing completed, and we

need y e the final report. It will be finished in April.
Chain. .. ORD. Would you provide the subcommittee a copy of

that?
Ms. REES. We wouid be happy to do that.
[The information follows:]

3 1



297

COALITION ON HUMAN NEEDS

June 8, 1987

The Honorable Harold Ford
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public
Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation
Ways and Means Committee
U.S. House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Ford,

In response to your question about our survey of low income
persons at the March 6, 1987, hearing on welfare reform, I mm
sending the enclosed copies cf highlights of individual inter-
views conducted in in San Anthnio, Texas, Aliquippa, Pennsylvania,
and rural northeastern North C.rolina. These were written by
the interviewers who conducted the interviews. I apologize for
being unable to send you a copy yet of the final report, as it
is still in the process of final drafting. You can be sure you
will receive it as soon as it is finished.

Once again, thank you for allowing our testimony and for
your concern about the needs of low income persons.

Sincerely,

Susan Rees
Executive Director

1000 14.43consin Avenue, N W, 116shulgton, D C 20007 (202) 342 -0726

FORMERLY THE COALttlON ON BLOCK GRANTS AND HUMAN NEEDS
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19, hispanic female, 38% of poverty level 4103-TX

She is married with two children. Her husband has been
unemployed for five months, although he has done several oddjobs.

The family is living in public housing with an income of about
$200 per month, but $0 in the month of tne interview. Althougttheir income is small, she is happy that they have an apartment
of their own and do not have to live with other family membersas in the past. "If it wasn't for the housing project we would
be with a relative or on the street."

She dropped out of school after the eighth grade because shelacked motivation. "Maybe if I would have liked school I might
have stayed." She feels her math and writing skills are not
adequate to get the kind of job she wants. Despite this, she
enrolled in a training program but failed to complete it for the
same reason she dropped out of school. "I did not have transpor-
tation on that date, but I never called to get another appointment.
I just never went back." She has never held a job. She claims
that she is not now looking for a job and cites child care and
transportation problems on top of educational deficiencies asreasons for her unemployment. Although she has never held a job
and is not new looking for work she believes that a workfare
program would have no effect on her because "you have to workfor what you get."

She believes that the government could help to make her life
better by helping people like her get jobs. However, she feelsthat a lack of education and/or training are the two main things
standing in the way of a better life for her and her family. Shedoes not seem to connect those beliefs with her lack of the self-
confidence in her ability to learn.

40, Hispanic, unemployed, 361 of poverty level 4133-TX

This mother of five is married to a man who is recovering
from surgery. For the past nine months, he has earned $100 or
less per month from odd jobs. The family receives food stamps,but does not qualify for AFDC because the agency regards the
family's amount of assets as too large to go on assistance. The
family owns its own house.

This woman completed the fourth grade, but received no
further schooling. She believes either she or her husband needs
to enter a training program to escape their current situation.
She repeatedly sa_d she would like to receive help getting sore
credentials, so that a lack of education does not hold them backany longer.

"There are a lot of people like us that would like to go
back to school," she says. "But we don't know where to go, who
to talk to, or how to do it. If the government would say, you
have to go to school or get training in order to qualify for the
programs,' people would do it. I know we would."

This woman credits her background for her ability to cope
with the problems the family faces. "I come from a very poor
family. Even though we are struggling now, it can never compare
with the way I used to live. At least we have this house, and
it's paid for, and we get food stamps. The house is big, butbadly in need of repair.'

A hopeful attitude colored some of the woman's responses.
For instance, she says, "my kids ask me, Noway, why are we sopoor? Are we always going to be this way. I tell them to behappy that at least they are healthy."
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3E, hispanic f-,sale, 73% of poverty level 4135-TX

This wGman lives with her husband and three children. Her
husband is employed dt a 4ob that is dependent on the weather --
he cannot work if the ground is wet.

She dropped ort of school after the Gth grade due to a lack
of motivation, howei.er she has attended job training but was not
able to apply it to

Goi..g to the fd stamp office overwhelms her. "I don't like
going to the food o:-.amp office because they humiliate you and
even though we qualify because (her husband] dresn't work full-
time. He alway.: goes with me because he doesn't take no for an
answer and I just start crying when they treat us like nothing."

She has also been humiliated by AFDC workers. This last
time we went the worker made us feel that because of the drug
problem that my husband has overcowe we didn't deserve to be
helped."

At present she is hot Interested ih working because she has
a one year old baby which she is breast feeding. She feels that
the baby will need ner until she is at least 2 years old.

She also feels a responsibility to motivate her children into
staying in school. "I keep telling him, look at the way we are
your dad and I, and we didn't finish school. Is that what you
want? I would like to go back to school, but I don't know how."

24, hispanic male, unemployed, 27% of poverty level 4146-TX

This an lives in a rather new housing project with his wife
and daughter, after being on a waiting list for two years. He
has been unemployed for three months. Tne reason he left his
job is that co-workers were into drug dealing and he didn't want
to be a part of it.

He has a 12th grade education and feels he gained the basic
skills in education.

He "as participated in training and learned to be an auto-
mechanic. He felt he received good training but did not receive
a set of tools as promised upon completion of the program. He
feels this more than anything has hampered in his job search as
most places he has interviewed expect you to bring tools to the
job. He has a great deal of self-confidence in his ability an
feels all he needs is a break. He would like to prove himself
within some big company.

At present, his family's only incom. Is $214 per month in
food stamps. They are three months behind in paying their rent.
He is grateful for the help he is receiving but is offended by
the negative attitude of the social workers. However, he also
understands ' t the help could be taken away from him as quickly
as it was gig

He woLld feel bad about participating in a workfare program
because he "would rather be working."

One aid the government could supply his family would be to
extend benefits for a few months after he becomes employed so he
can get on his feet. And while he believes government programs
do give people help, the government "still needs to develop Sobs
to really help."
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28, black female, employed, 57% of poverty level 8203-AC

This woman is separated from her husband. She is the mother
of four children and resides with her mother. She would like to
move into her own home, but appreciates the help received from
her mother, especially child care. She has graduated high school
and completed one semester of college. She had to drop out
because of pregnancy.

She felt that all the programs that she had participated in
played an important role in assisting her financially. She did
explain, however, that the amount provided for under AFDC and
food stamps was not enough to last through the month. Inadequate
as they were, they still played a vital role. "Food stamps did
provide a means for putting food on the table for my children.'
She also praised the Medicaid program as it provided needed
medical care.

She is no longer receiving any of these benefits as she has
returned to work and is currently earning $4.56 per hour.

She suggests that the government establish more effective on
the job training programs, although she has never participated
in a training program herself. She also suggests that the govern-
ment streamline the hureaucracy.

Although she already holds a full-time Joh, she says she
wouldn't mind participating in wokfare if it eidn't interfere
with her regular job. However, ut.rkfare without health benefits,
or did not pay at least the minimum wage was unacceptable.

She feels strongly that if she had never gotten pregnant and
had finished college she would have had more opportunities. She
still views college as her major goal.

"a, Black, unemployed, disability, 651 of poverty level 4205-NC

This divorced mother of four receives AFDC, food stamps,
LISA, SSI, and Medicaid. Until 1982, she worked in a shoe factory.
At that time, a doctor determined that she had a spot on her
brain and required her to stop working. She would still like to
go back to school and get proper training for a good job. If a
doctor judges her able to work, and she obtains assistance with
child care, she would go to work.

She also has a two-year-old daughter and 27-year-old mentally
retarded son living at home. She must care for both of them. A
mother at 13, she later obtained a GED. She still has difficulty
reading. When she was still married, her husband refused to help
support the children, so she always had to work. Now, her ex-
husband pays child support.

She lives in a house with no indoor plumbing. She is dis-
satisfied with the house for that reason. She has not applied
for housing assistance. Her principal complaints about the public
assistance programs she has enrolled in center on the paperwork
and delays that results from a need to follow bureaucratic pro-
cedures.

She does not feel that a person should have to work off
benefits or work to repay benefits. She states that public assist-
ance should be given with 'no strings attached. Because people
pay taxes when they work, she believes the government should be
willing to help when people really need help. She wants the
government to help people get jobs. She considers herself poor
because she can't seem to make ends meet -- there just is not
enotoh money to pay her expenses.

.1.
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53, black woman, unemployed, 71% of poverty $208-NC

This woman dropped out of high school, attended night school
but never quite finished her h_gh school education. She feels
her reading skills are deficient.

She had participated in a training program but could not
look for a job due to illness in her family. In fact, she spends
most of her time helping members of her family. She provides
child care for her grandchildren and other neighborhood child en
while her daughter works. Her husband is totally disabled after
several strokes. A veteran, he receives veteran's health benefits.
At the time of the interview, he was in a VA hospital receiving
treatment and therapy.

When her husband is not in the hospital, he stays at home.
Often the schedule runs: One month in the hospital, one month at
home. Intermittently, he receives home health care. Most of the
nursing responsibilities fall to her. She had applied for Social
Security Disability benefits for him, but the agency denied her
application. She was turned off by this, as her husband could
neither walk nor talk.

Before her husband tecame ill, she worked for a poor salary
as a motel maid. At the time of the interview, she said she just
didn't have enough money to take care of all her household needs.
She hopes to get food stamps -- they 'g ve you more to pay your
bills with.'

She is afraid that workfare programs would not account for
family health needs and she would rather not apply for the program.
It is unclear if she understood that all her benefits would be
cut off.

25, black female, employed, 731 of poverty level $209-NC

This unmarried woman lives with her three children. Her
mother lives next door and helps out around the house. She
suffers from a disease which causes memory loss and seizures.
Due to her illness her mother sat in on the interview. The
respondent was able to read and comprehend easily, but need her
mother to prompt her memory. She has received only an c_21th
grade education.

She has not been able to work for over 10 years and has
never been enrolled in a training program.

She receives no income other than AFDC, food stamps, an
Social Security Disability. She does not receive child support
because we did not track down the father yet.'

She feels truly thankful that services are available to
her. Her mother said, it is a great blessing from God that my
daughter is eligible for government aid.' When asked about programs
individually, she did not have a single negative comment.

She feels that she wouldn't be able to participate in a
workfare program because of her illness. Her mother said that
the doctors have concluded that she will never be able to work
again.

She believes that government should help people who are poor
attain higher skill levels and get better jobs.

when asked if she considered herself poor, she said 'no, not
down right poor."
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40, Black, unemployed, 69% of poverty %210-NC

This woman lives in public housing with her husband and
seven children. The family receives food stamps, veteran's bene-
fits, and college grant money. Unemployed for several years, sheis not currently looking for a job. She graduated from high
school and trained to be a nurse for three years. She felt the
training was a good program and helped to obtain a 3ob. However,her large family needed to be cared for. Her husband works
occasionally, producing inconsistent income.

She received AFDC during the time she was separated from
her first husband until she remarried. She had strongly negative
feelings toward AFDC and AFDC recipients. "It makes a lot of
people lazy," she claimed. "They don't want to work once they
get on it...A lot of times people have children lust to get it."

Nevertheless, in her own case she feels that she could
work, as long as she is not the only source of income in the
family and that it is more important to stay home. "With a family
of nine I don't need one [a jnb]," she comments. "I have one."
She went so far as to say she would give up benefits if required
work took her away from her family.

She did not give a direct answer to a question about the
possibility of supporting a family with a minimum wage 3ob.
Whether a person could do that "depends on their standard ofliving."

She also feels it is not the responsibility of governmentto end her poverty, although she would like to see the government
help poor people obtain jobs.

This woman seemed confident that she was doing the right
thing for her family by staying home with the children. She doesnot feel that her family is poor.

39, black woman at 48% of poverty level %219-NC

This woman has been and is ill and near the end of herrope. For several years she has been battling cancer of thecolon. She has had her large intestine removed surgically. Hermother ar.d sister both died earlier with this disease and anothersister is presently ill.
Her diet presently consists mostly of "bird seed" and shcwed

how swollen her stomach was as evidence. She has a further
health problem in her small intestine --polyps-- which is inoper-able. Despite these conditions, it was recently ruled that she
would be able to carry out some form of work. She was terribly
upset by the ruling and felt completely depressed.

The condition of her housing is highly inadequate. Water isconstantly present in the basement and the plumbing is in great
disrepair.

Two years ago she received a 54,275 inheritance and saw herbenefits eliminated. Since that time she has not been reinstated.
She feels that forcing people to work is a bad idea. "Somany can't work. It will endanger their health. I don't thinkits right."
She also feels that government programs can be of great help,but that she has been discriminated against. "If I had beenwhite, I would have already been receiving benefits for my ill-ness."

Tears were shed through muct, of th,, interview.
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41, Black, works part-time, 111% of poverty level 4315-Pt

This woman and her husband, a former steel mill worker,
both work at part-time ;obs. She makes do with minimum wage
earnings from a department store. She also receives AFDC and
food stamp benefits that help her raise four children.

This woman would rather work in a school. She attended a
training program for teacher's aides, and worked as an aide in a
high school until the school's funding for her position ran out.
Pregnancy interrupted her own l'igh school education.

She expressed a great deal of disgust with public assistance
programs. Her name for welfare is "warfare." Her complaints
about public assistance programs center around the difficulty of
working with the administrating agencies. She described the
system as one of too much red tape for too little money. She
also noted unhappily that the family had to "sign over its home*
to the welfare department.

This well-spoken woman does not view workfare as a fair
solution. She believes that the type of work required to earn
benefits could actually compensate people at a higher level than
merely paying off benefits, but fears that public assistance
recipients will never see wages in excess of benefits.

Public assistance has helped her family. The family receives
energy assistance, medical care under medicaid, and one son has
received college loans. The woman does not see herself or any
member of the family as a poor person. To her, her family is one
of many involved in the struggle that is life.

The government has a part to play," she told 1,9, but it
is the individual's responsibility to get out of poverty." She
asks that public assistance programs provide more money. She
also asks the government to provide more jobs so that people in
her community can find work.

27, white, unemployed, 741 of poverty level 4318-PA

This single mother of two receives food stamps, general
assistance, low-income energy assistance and medicaid. She has
resorted to most of these public assistance programs since her
husband lost his job and left her.

Unemployed for half of 1986, she had to quit her last job,
as a direct care worker in a residential group home for the
mentally retarded because of child care costs. Babysitters cost
her 54.25 per hour and she earned only $5.75 per hour at the
group home. She would like to find a new job, but has so far
received only offers to work at night for low wages.

She feels she needs more training or experience to get a
daytime job. After graduating from high school, she received a
federal student loan to enter a hairdresser's training program.
She received on-the-job training, but no preparation for the
license she needs to practice that profession in her state.
Currently, she is look'ng into other training programs. This
time, she is taking her time to find out what she will receive
for her investment of time and effort.

She is very angry at the public assistance agencies she has
worked with. Her welfare caseworker did not seem well-informed.
She lived without benefits for one aad one-half months because
of processing delays she considers unnecessary.

She also had a difficult experience with public housing.
She objected to her building manager practice of enterinc her
apartment without permission. She also accused the manager of
stationing security guards outside her door to listen to her
conversations. She eventually got on a long list for relocation.

Now s'ie lives in a house that local authorities have con-
demned. The house is in terrible condition. The ceiling leaks from
faulty pipes and a bad roof. The house has no storm windows.
Several panes of glass in existing windows are broken and covered
with plastic. Most of the faucets in the house do not work.
Her husband once worked to pay off public benefits, and she
would be willing to do the same if the workfare program also
provided childcare and health benefits. She would change current
benefit programs by giving lore money to recipients. She observes
that once a person is on general assistance, it is difficult to
get off it. Only the government, she believes, could halt the
welfare treadmill through training and education programs that
lead to jubs.
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22, white, unemployed, 74% of poverty 4319 -PA

This woman is separated from her husband, a laid-off steel
mill worker, and lives with her two children and boyfriend in a
trailer that the boyfriend's father owns. Her budget is so limited
that she had no heavy winter clothing or coat for herself after
providing for her children. She receives AFDC and food stamps,
with two-thirds of the AFDC money going to pay rent.

She dropped out of high school after tenth grade because
her friends were gatting good Sobs after dropping out. She last
worked one and one-half years ago, performing custodial chores
at a K -Mart. She and her husband separated soon after the mill
laid him off. He still lacks work and pays no child support.

At that same time, the couple's second child was born with
a variant of Sudden Infant Death Syndrome, in which the chief
medical problem are spells during which the baby "forgets" to
breathe. Because the spells could come at any time, the woman
often stayed awake twenty-four houra each day with the baby.
This made it impossible for her to work. Her estranged husband
could not halle the stress resulting from the baby's condition.

Even before the SIDS baby was born, the woman's boss forced
her to quit her custodial job when he learned she was pregnant.
Her doctor said she could work during pregnancy, so she could
not receive unemployment compensation. Doctors who treated the
SIDS baby told the woman that a breathing monitor, which would
have taken over breathing functions during any of the baby's
spells, would cost $5000 or $225 monthly to rent. The local
welfare office and hospital both turned down her requests for
help in obtaining a monitor.

The woman has begun looking for a means to get her GED, as
well as job training. Thus far, she feels she has suffered discrim-
ination in applying for jobs, mostly because of her age. Some
firma to which she has applied for pat -time jobs without benefits
have turned her down in favor of high school students who can
work after school.

This woman was not well-informed about local assistance
programs. She said she would be willing to work to receive bene-
fits, as long as the workfare program also paid for a babysitter.
She also said workfare workers should have the right to collect
the same wages as anyone else.

As for the programs that had provietd her assistance, she
said she would change the eligibility rules for medical assistance.
She believes government officials are voted into office to help
people out of poverty, and that the government should create
Sobs by shutting off steel imports and reopening the mills. In
general, she thought government programs should provide higher
levels of assistance.
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31, white, unemployed, mild disability, 66% of poverty 1321-PA

This former steelworker retrained as a welder when the
mill closed down. He holds a high school diploma, but says he lacks
the basic skills of reading and writing. For the past five years
he began working as a welder several times, only to see those
Jobs eliminated also. He has been unemployed for fifteen months.

This man is married and the father of two children, one of
whom lives with his .first wife. When he can, he pays $100 child
support monthly to his first wife, who is in better financial
shape than he is. He receives food stamps, general assistance
and medicaid, but says that the financial assistance and food
stamps run out before the end of the month. He relies on food
banks, when he can find them, to tide over his family. He has
seen several food banks close their doors forever because they
cannot meet the community's needs.

This man has curvature of the spine, and his doctors have
told him not to engage in any heavy lifting. This disqualifies
him from almost any industrial Job available -- firms reject him
following required physicals. The welfare office has Judged him
ineligible for any form of disability, though, because he can
work at jobs that require light lifting, and because he is a
skilled welder with his own tools. The tools, he says, are rotting
in his mother's basement.

He paid neither his rent nor his utility bills for several
months, because workers at the Housing Authority told him that
he could get into public housing only if his landlord evicted
him. The waiting list was too long otherwise.

This man would like to work. He applies for more than thirty
Jobs each month. He feels he might be able to get work if he
could get into the carpenter's union. (He is too old for the
union's age requirements).

He says the only way a person could live on the minimum
wage would be "if they were single, and living in a car."

He is enrolled in a workfare program. His casewor'-er has -
threatened him with a loss of all benefits because the job has
caused him back strain. He was assigned to light work at a local
municipal building but soon found himself moving desks and cleaning
out garages. He strained his back and since Medicaid is not
acceoted by local back specialists he is forced to cover the
expenses Just to prove that he is disabled. His caseworker
claims not to believe his health problem is real and has gotten
into shouting matches with him over the phone and in the office.

He believes workfare takes unfair advantage of those who are
helpless to change their situation. He foresees having to leave
the area because ...ndustrial employment is his only option.
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39, white male, unemployed, at 58.8% of poverty level #351-PA

This man has a ninth grade education and left school out of
boredom. He held a series of low paying jobs before working at
the steel mill in maintenance. He left that job, but used it as
a calling card for other maintenance positions. He lost his
last job because of a layoff.

After his unemployment ran out, he was entered into a workfare
program. He became angry at the fact that others doing the same
job he was were earning $7 or more an hour and were able to
support a family, while he was living below poverty. He, never-
theless liked the fact that it gave him something to do and was
a way to pay off benefits.

He ran into trouble with his workfare program because of his
bad vision, which has not been completely corrected by surgery.
His workfare employer--the local school district-- asked him to
leave because he couldn't see well enough to do an adequate job.
He felt lucky that they gave him a good reference saying he was
a hard worker and tried. He has reapplied for more work through
this program but has not found a job. As of yet, his dismissal
has not lead to any reduction or elimination of benefits.

He has looked at obtaining a "real" job, but "the few that ale
available pay the minimum wage, have no health benefits and are
just not affordable."

He feels that government programs need to be more comprehensive
and higher in benefits coverage. He has not been able to buy
necessities and his recent eye surgery have left him with bills
not covered by his medical card. He feels these "holes" in the
system "keep people poor." He also suggests carrying over benefits
for one month after employment is found so the poor can get a
haircut to go to work, and have enough clothing not to be embar-
rassed."

He said that caseworkers are ignorant of what programs are
available or don't bother to tell recipients. When his wife
went into training, the family's food assistance was cut and no -
one mentioned that she could get money for books and transpor-
tation. By the time they found out on their own it was too
late.

311



307

Interview 41 D.C.

Black female, single head of hot.sehold on public assistance.

The respondent has never been married. She is the mother of
five children ranging in age from 12 to 4 years. Her last
employment was as a sales ..lerk in a department store when she
was 18 years old. She is now 32. When talking about going on
welfare at age 19, she said that it "bothered me because my
family background was... I would not say wealthy, the income was
normal. For me to make the change was a drastic change." (3.422)

The respondent went on to say that she had "a mental block
after I had my first child. Here I was alone with one child and
no support from the father. I felt I was lost. Some young
mothers don't learn from their mistakes."

Her last attempt at training was at age 19 when she participated
in the 0/C training program. She dropped out primarily because
she was pregnant, but also mentioned that the teacher moved too
fast through the material and slower students like her could not
keep up. She plans to register with WOW in August. --7

She was very thoughtful with her answers and very able to
articulate her concerns about the programs. Especially AFDC and
the WIN program. AFDC is inadequate for her family to live on.
When asked what the best thing is about AFDC she said "nothing
really." But with the situation she is in now she needs these
programs and would rather be independent and have greater control
of her life and her family. She receives a total of $578/month
in public assistance and $258/month from food stamps. The total
anuual income from the two sources is $6,952. In addition, she
lives in public housing, contributing $51 to the rent on a 2
bedroom apt.(the rent is subsidized), and receives Medicaid for
herself and her children.

She volunteered to participate in the WIN program. Ordinarily,
the program requires that everyone register for WIN when their
youngest child turns six yeas old. Yet she wanted to participate
even though the youngest child is four. Unfortunately, she ran
into problems with child care for her youngest child. The
regulation for after school care excludes four-year-olds. The
regulations for WIN would pay a babysitter in the home but not
someone outside the home, and she was unable to find someone to
come to her home and babysit.

She recommended that the government have a program that would
teach recipients how to manage the funds from month-to-month and
make sure that the money is enough for the family to live on.

?y personal reaction is that even though this women is very
willing to work and recognizes her need for training because of
the number children and their ages, it could be extremely difficult
for her to make the transition from welfare to work without a
comprehensive support system. She also did not seem to have a
great deal of self-confidence, although her experience as a
Headstart volunteer helped her to see that she can do some things.

Her goal is to become a pediatric nurse, or work with children.
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Summary 03 D.C.

Black, two-parent family.

A great deal has happened in the 6 years since the respondent
lost her job. The worst crisis came last fall when for several
months she was homeless and on the street with her two children.
She lived for several months at the Pitts Hotel for homeless
families and was later moved to a larger temporary apartment for
families. She explained how hard it was to adjust to living
that way. Each day she had to carry most of her belongings with
her to look for an apartment or a job. Rules at the hotel
require the homeless to check out in the morning even if they
would be returning the same nig,,t. She stated that she was
distrustful of everyone and felt defensive. Now that she is
getting her life back together some of these feelings are not as
strong, but it is hard to overcome this distrustful attitude
that she developed.

The reason she quit her job was that she had two children and
her husband had an accident which caused serious back injury. He
was in a partial body cast for several weeks. Caring for the
children and dealing with the situation got to be too much so
she quit. A major problem was child care for her two children.
She also received complaints from her supervisor. This resulted
in her being evicted from her apartment and forced her to move
in with her husband's relatives, and then to live with a string
of friends. In most cases when there was not enough room, her
husband would be forced to live in a shelter and she and the
children would stay together. During this period she relied on
public assistance and food stamps.

When she tried to yet her old job back she found that it had
been declassified and that she would have to start all over with
a lower wage. This discouraged her from going back.

She mentioned that her little boy has some physical problems,
so Medicaid and hospitalization have been very important. Now that
she has a job she is concerned that the her health insurance
does not pay for medicine and the deductible is too high.

Although she is getting herself and her family back together
now, the frustration of those months on the street are still
clearly painful memories. She especially feels bad about the
effect it had on her children, that she somehow let them down, that
they do not understand what has been happening to them or why.

Total family income is about $3,000/year - 44% of poverty without
counting sporadic earnings of husband who is a roofer. Recently,
he has been paid only $3.00/hour. She says he should be making
$7.00 and is underemployed.

313



309

Interview 29 D.C.

White, male, mentally ill, single, unemployed

Respondent, age 39, came from a financially well-off family but
suffered emotional problems at an early age and is now diagnosed
manic-depressive. He dropped out of school after ^th grade because
his father demanded top honors even though his son was a higt
achiever. His parents split up, and he believes that he could
have stayed in school if he had had counseling and a support
network. In his youth and early adulthood, he was heavily involved
with drugs and alcohol.

His only work experience was as an apartment building valet and
doing odd jobs. At a sheltered workshop, he has learned mailroom
skills and has been a jump man on a delivery truck. NGW familiar
with the city and Post Office, he believes he is a finalist for
a mailroom job with a bank. He learned about is at a job fair
for disabled persons.

He once thought he would like to be a teacher but is now happy
about the prospect he has with the bank. He is well-spoken (in
spite of being visibly nervous) and says he has some talent as a
writer, painter and musician. Fa values economic independence
very highly, but says he does no: have a need to make a lot of
money. More important, is doll I work that will help others as
well as provide for his basic needs.

A'though he believes that people can become dependent on public
assistance and sometimes abuse it, he has a strong sense of its
importance as a safety net: "It allows people have the nour-
ishment, the food, clothing and shelter taken care of, at least
to a certain degree, depending on how they budget it. It is
important as a safety net between the point of oblivion where
you're out in the street to where you can, if given the chance,
better yourself and have some type of decent living in the future."

He was "weaned" from general assistance and food stamps and now
makes $133/week in a stipend at the workshop. He feels e keen
insecurity because he has had no medical coverage since losing
Medicaid. "I would Je a charity case if anything happened."

Programs which are most important to him are not the same as
the ones he thinks the poor need generally (Social Security,
Medicare, college grants/loans). What helped him might be
described as a continuity of care: first, general assistance and
food stamps for basic needs with Medicaid in case he needed it;
then counseling and AA which helped h2- accept his illness and build
self-confidence; and, finally, job training at the workshop. He
could have used housing assistance to gain more independence but
no one told him it might be available. He would improve programs
by reducing bureaucracy to make it simpler to apply.
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Chairman Foam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PEASE. Thank you, Mr. Ford.
I really think your testimony has been excellent. We are most

appreciative of your depth of knowledge on this subject. You have
thought about this a lot, and we appreciate your very specific rec-
ommendationz.

I would like for you to comment on my general perceptions and
concerns about recent efforts at welfare reform. All year long, in
1986, we awaited the administration's welfare reform proposals,
and now that we have them it seems to me it's sort of like getting
an empty box at Christmas. There is not much there, as far as I
Ca see.

_ think the point you made, Mr. Greenstein, about the potential
danger of undertaking a great many projects is a good one. If we go
into welfare reform with the idea that we are going to encourage a
bunch of demonstration projects and at the end of 5 years we have
so many that we can't possibly analyze them all, we are no farther
ahead then than we are right now. It seems to me that if there are
going to be demonstration projects, there ought to be a limited
number and they ought to be focused somehow so that experiences
from one area would corroborate the experience in another area
and so on.

I am also concerned about the expectation of some that we
should be able to do welfare reform without any cost. I think that
is very much what the administration has in mind. We haven't
heard from our own budget committee yet, but it is certainly not
going to be easy for the Budget Committee to squeeze out very
much money for us to do welfare reform.

A question I have asked before, and one I would like you now to
comment on, is whether you think it is possible and worthwhile to
make changes in the welfare system without spending any money.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. I think it is not going to be possible to do any-
thing significant along those lines. You know, I am struck by the
fact that there is a very interesting speech that Senator Domenici
gave to the Tax Foundation in New York in December, in which he
called for the need to recognize that &spite the budget deficit, that
we have unmet domestic needs in the country, that we need to
spend more money ,.)n and invest our resources in. He coupled that
with the call for retrenchment in other areasnot specified in his
speechas part of essentially reordering priorities.

When he then listed the unmet needs, the areas we needed to
spend more in, he listed welfare as one of those prime areas and
' ked about how in the country the most pressing unmet need was

.,at he called "the seamless web of poverty, hunger, homeless,
and mental illness."

It would be my hope that we could forge a consensus ultimately
maybe in the Congress, bipartisan consensusalthough I don't
have any illusion administration would be part of itto reor-
der priorities in a combination of ways that may involve other
spending, revenues, whatever, to find the resources that are
needed.

If one were to put together a welfare reform bill that, for exam-
r'1, had an ultimateof course, it wouldn't be in 1988net cost of,
let's say, a billion dollars a year, I mean, that's one-tenth of 1 per-
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cent of the Federal budget. Really, you know, if we can't find ways
to reorder our priorities to come up with a sum like that, we are
not able to make choices on many things.

This committee has done an exemplary job in the last few years,
in the reconciliation bills and elsewhere, of finding ways to meet
the deficit targets and begin to move in these directions, and I
would hope that the committee would continue that, but in a
larger fashion, to make room for what we need to do in welfare
reform.

Mr. PEASE. I point out to you that it gets more and more difficult
every year for us to do much cree.'ave thinking as part of the recon-
ciliation process. But we intend to try again this year.

Obviously, general support levels on welfare, AFDC, are too low.
I think one of you cited a 33-percent erosion. I think that is a long-
standing scandal in this country, and certainly as part of a proper
welfare reform package you would try to bring those AFDC levels
up to snuff.

Most of the constituents in my area do not have spending more
money for welfare or raising welfare levels for individuals in mind
when they talk about welfare reform. They are thinking about
more efficiency and putting people to work and training and that
sort of thing. So I am not sure there is going to be a popular
demand for raising individual stipends under ADC. However, I
think we ought to do that because it needs to be done, not because
there is any public demand for doing it. But it is going to be expen-
sive. Do you think it is worthwhile to go forward with other aspects
of welfare reform this year if we can't deal with the subject of
maintenance levels?

Ms. Rms. I think that the subject of maintenance levels could be
addressed even if it is in terms of setting a long-range goal, making
it a clear commitment and possibly making some improvements in
benefit and eligibility levels as much as you possibly can get out of
the budget at this time. There are other things that can be done, I
suppose, that don't cost as much money, maybe even in the area of
streamlir ing and requiring less documentation.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. I might just add to that, as Susan has made the
point, I think, very well, in some of these areas we can't do the
whole thing but maybe we could start down the road.

There are a number of interim steps that could be taken with
regard to maintenance levels. One would be to try to prevent or
discourage further erosion in benefit levels in relation to inflation
by altering matching rates for benefit increases from this point for-
ward, to try to gives States more incentive to at least keep benefits
up with inflation.

Another possibility would be to do something regarding earnings-
disregards or something else, particularly in low-payment States, so
at least the eligibility levels, if not the benefit levels, are higher
and more people get Medicaid.

Another possibility the Children's Defense Fund has talked about
is requiring States to at least bring their standards of need, if not
the payment standards, up to date. Some States haw., standards of
need set 10 years ago.

I guess the bottom line is if the choice were between a bill that,
in addition to providing a useful, positive work-and-welfare compo-
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nent had health care and child care transition, mandated two-
parent families, and improved the earned-income disregards so you
didn't lose a dollar for each additional dollar you worked. I can't
speak for Susan, but I don't think, that Susan is saying that we
should forget the whole thing because it doesn't also have a mini-
mum benefit.

Obviously, that wouldn't make sense to not take the gains that
could be gotten, bat I think we would hope both that the minimum
benefit would be part of the debate, even if an incremental step
was taken, to at least take that incremental step and to try very
firmly to establish this especially if part of what we're doing is
trying to enact good welfare reform legislation and part of it is
t to lay a framework in a debate. I would hope that a new

ration could build on to take bolder steps than this admin-
istration is willing to take if it comes in after 1988. If we can't
enact the minimum benefitand I understand the difficulty of
doing that in this Congressif we can at least set up the frame-
work and the politics so that it is much more likely for a new ad-
ministration to proceed in that direction, I think that would be
helpful.

Mr. PRAM So you are already looking forward to the "Kemp Ad-
ministration"?

[Laughter.]
Mr. GazzzarziN. Hopefully, there are other possibilities.
Mr. Paws. Well, we have to move along, but I want to thank

both of you for your testimony. I was particularly glad to have you
mention a couple of things; one, the erosion of unemployment in-

surance. That has long been an interest of mine, and it is a serious
problem. The matter about adjusting the earned-income tax credit
by family size is, I think, a good idea. I also appreciate your cau-
tionary note about demonstration projects which cash out food
stamps and whzt that does to the eligibility of people for income
and so on.

Ms. Rees, I think we ought to underscore the point that you
make about keeping in mind what our overriding goal is, which is
not just to get people off of welfare, but rather to reduce poverty. It
would be easy for us to overlook that without reminders such as
yours.

I think we tend to overlook an observation such as the one you
picked up from one of your interviewees about being almost a full-
time job to apply to welfare, we overlook that. If we are going to
require people to work, when are they going to find time to go in
and maintain their eligibility and that sort of thing. We need to
think through the practical consequences of any arson we take.

Then, you also touched on a point which I have been particularly
concerned about, and that is the treatment that welfare people get
from case workers. We are thinking of building in a lot of new re-
quirements as well as more sophisticated and more subtle counsel-
ing. Yet a lot of welfare case workers that I know are so harried
that they can hardly get the papers filled out, much less think very
constructively. So, somehow or other, we have to put more money
into the administration of welfare and see what we can do about
upicia a g the people who serve there.

you. We appreciate it.
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Ms. Rua Thank you.
Mr. GREKNSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, we issued a report earlier this

week on the unemployment insurance erosion, which I would be
happy to get to you.

Mr. PEASE. I would like to have that. Thank you.
The next panel will be: Virginia Austin, president )f the Associa-

tion of Junior Leagues; and Deborah Phillips, Bush Center in Child
Development and Social Policy at Yale University.

Ms. Austin, we will begin with you.

STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA T. AUSTIN, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION
OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC.

Ms. AUSTIN. Thank you very much, and good morning. My name
is Virginia Austin. I am president of the Association of Junior
Leagues and a past president of the Junior League of Oklahoma
City. Currently, in my community I serve on the board of directors
of the Oklahoma County Chapter of the American Red Cross, and
the Mayor's Task Force for Economic Development in Oklahoma
City.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on behalf
of the Association of Junior Leagues and to present to you the asso-
ciation's views on welfare reform.

The Association of Junior Leagues, as you may know, is an inter-
national women's organization. The 258 Junior Leagues in the
United States work to improve their communities through a varie-
ty of direct service and advocacy projects. The association's interest
in welfare reform is consistent with its active role in assisting
needy children and their families at the local, State, and Federal
level, and its role as an international women's organization work-
ing to ensure women's economic progress.

Our recent advocacy efforts on behalf of children, including our
legislative advocacy and involvement in such collaborative projects
as Child Watch, have convinced us that more and more women and
children are falling through the safety net.

Launched in 1981, Child Watch was a collaborative effort of the
association and the Children's Defense Fund, designed to enable
trained volunteers in local communities to document the impact of
the 1981 Federal budget cuts and policy changeshow they affect-
ed women and how they affected children.

In my testimony, I will report on findings from Junior League
projects that document the problems that the association believes
must be addressed: first, the aid to families with dependent chil-
dren, unemployed-parent program, is needed in all States; second,
the lack of child care poses a major obstacle for many women who
wish to accept a job or job training; third, income and child care
disregard limits set by OBRA in 1981 serve as work disincentives;
fourth, all poor families should have access to health care; finally,
the issue of teen pregnancy must be comprehensively addressed.

Further, we believe that the public policy debates regarding the
welfare system and the future of our children cannot ignore the
interrelationships among the family structure, our system of educa-
tion and job training, the work place, and the need for essential
services such as child care and child health care.
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While the majority of families on welfare today are headed by
single women, it is important nut to overlook the fact that a sub-
stantial number of poor families have two parents. In the 25 States
without AFDC-UP, many unemployed parents, predominantly fa-
thers, may be forced to choose between trying to keep the family
together, and deserting so that their children may receive money
for food and shelter and have their Medicaid coverage continued.

We believe that it is really shortsighted to support any kind of
policies that encourage the family to break up, and we have cer-
tainly appreciated Chairman Ford's leadership on behalf of AFDC-
UP.

An example of the League's commitment to this issue occurred
just last year in Missouri, when the Junior Leagues of Kansas City,
St. Joseph, and St. Louis teamed up with the Citizens for Missouri's
Children, a local statewide child advocacy initiative, to successfully
defeat legislation which would have eliminated Missouri's AFDC-
UP program.

Any welfare reform program that requires or encourages moth-
ers of very young children to work must address the need to pro-
vide good-quality child care. It is important to note, however, that
reforms made by the 1981 OBRA curtail the supply of, as well as
the access to, child care for low-income families. The impact of
these changes has been documented in a number of communities
by Child Watch projects. In 1983, the Junior League of Des Moines
Child Watch project reported that many families in Polk County,
Iowa, were negatively affected by the title XX cuts. The failure to
provide child care for parents who need job training deprives many
parents of the opportunity to obtain the skills necessary to become
economically independent.

Because of the association's long-standing support of child health
projects, we have continually supported efforts to expand Medicaid
coverage for poor women and children. We are pleased that the
99th Congress provided Stake with the opportunity to expand Med-
icaid to more needy women and children.

However, the infant mortality rate in this country is a national
disgrace. The Children's Defense Fund reports that the United
States ties for last place among 20 industrialized nations in the
rate of infant mortality. A host of studies from advocacy groups
and the medical community conclude that modest investments m
preventative health care can improve the well-being of mothers
and of babies and can help forestall far more costly after-the-fact
expenses.

The relationship between out-of-wedlock, adolescent childbearing
and long-term welfare dependency is certainly well documented. In
fact, while the birth rate among adolescents is declining, the per-
centages of teenatel:11 bearing out-of-wedlock children is rising as-
tronomically. Lac skills, alarming numbers of these teenage
mothers and their children have no recourse but to become depend-
ent on welfare.

In 1984, in collaboration with a number of other national organi-
zations, the association began the Adolescent Pregnancy Child
Watch program. The findings many sites underscore the need
for educational, vocational, and child tare support for those teen-
agers who already are parents. Such assistance is needed in order
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to interrupt the cycle of long-term welfE re dependency, as well as
to provide incentives for teenagers to delay early childbearing.
Good education and job training are needed to give teenagers a
vision of life free of welfare and the ability to become self-suffi-
cient.

Finally, it is important to note that a job is no guarantee against
poverty. Presently, 2 million parents work full-time, yet live in pov-
erty. Food, clothing, health care, and shelter are fundamental
needs and the benefits received by poor families must be adequate
in order to provide them. Clearly, the fact that benefits are not
always adequate is exemplified by the growing number of homeless
families. More than 50 Junior Leagues are currently involved in
projects to help the homeless and the hungry in their communities.
We are pleased that just last night the House of Representatives
began to address this issue with the passage of H.R. 558, the
Urgent Relief Act.

It is essential that programs be developed that will provide all
homeless children and families with housing and a solid economic
base by providing job training, jobs, child care, and other support
services to move them towards independence.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. We
stand ready to work with you to achieve effective welfare reform
because the majority of the association's legislative activities over
the past 8 years has been related to issues that affect low-income
families.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]

74-993 0 - 87 - 11
, t Cit t
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PRESENTED BY

VIRGINIA T. AUSTIN

PRESIDENT

THE ASSOCIATION OF JUN:OR LEAGUES

Good Morning. I am Virginia Austin, President of the Association
of Junior Leagues and a past president of the Junior League of Oklahama
City. In my community, I am a founder and past president of Leadership
Oklahoma City and currently chair its executive committee. I also serve
as a regional director and program committee chairman for the National
Conference of Christians and Jews and as a member of the board of the
Cklahana County Chapter of the American Red Cress. I also currently
serve on the Mayor's Task Force on Econcrru.c Development in Oklahoma City.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on behalf
of the Association of Junior Leagues to present the Association's views
on welfare reform. The Association of Junior Leagues is an international
organization of women committed to promoting voluntarism and to improving
the community through the effective action and leadership of trained
volunteers. Today, there are 258 Leagues in the United States
representing approximately 165,000 members. The Association's interest
in welfare reform is consistent with its active role in assisting needy
children and tneir families at the local, state and national levels and
its role as an international women's organization interested in ensuring
women's economic progress.

The Association's involvement with efforts to address public
policies that affect the lives of children and their families began in
1078 when delegates to the Association's Annual Conference voted to allow
the Association to support legislation at the federal level related to
children. The vote came as a result of a survey conducted as part of the
Association's Child Advocacy Program which began in 1975 and which
identified federal fiscal policies which hampered the ability of poor
children and their families to attain stability and economic
independence. For example, the survey results determined that federal
policies existed which encouraged family break-up by making it easier to
place a child in foster care than to invest in preventive programs that
would help families to remain together. There also were no federal funds
available to encourage adoption of children with special needs. Working
with other groups, we were able to obtain passage of the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act (P.L. 96-272) and maintain it against
repeated attempts by the Administration to repeal it.

Our more recent advocacy efforts on behalf of children, including
our legislative advocacy and involvement in such collaborative projects
as Child Watch, have convinced us that more and more women and children
are falling through the safety net. Launched in 1981, Child Watch was a
collaborative project of the Association and the Children's Defense Fund
(CDF), designed to enable trained volunteers in local communities to
document the impact of the 1981 federal budget cuts and policy changes on
children and their farlies. Child Watch piIP-7,s all around the
country - -29 of which were coordinated by Junior Leagues-- gathered data in
four areas- -Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC), Child Health,
Child Welfare, and Child Care. Overall, Child Watch projects found that
the Crrubus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) had resulted in
serious losses for poor children and their families.

In this testimony, I will report on findings from Junior League
projects which uocument the problems which the Association believes must
be addressed: the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed
Parent program (AFDC-UP) is needed in all states; the lack of child care
poses a major obstacle for many women who wish to accept a job or job
training; the income and child care disregard limits set by OBRA in 1981
serve as work disincentiv?s; all poor families should have access to
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health care; and the issue of teen pregnancy must be comprehensively

addressed. We believe that the public policy debates regarding the

welfare system and the future of our children cannot ignore the
interrelationships anong the family structure, our system of education
and job training, the workplace, and the need for essential services such

as child care and health care.

Welfare Reform Principles

As a result of our growing concern about the needs of poor
families and their children, the Association's Board, at its 1987 winter

meeting, voted to support the following principles on welfare reform
developed by the Food Research and Action Center (FRAC), and supported by

more than 100 other organizations:

1. Persons who work should be rewarded for their efforts. They

should receive income sufficient to support a family and access to

necessary health care and child care. Barriers to the employmet

of low Income persons should be eliminated.

2. Job opportunities, job counseling, training, education,
placement, and supportive services shOuld be widely available as

primary tools to prevent and overcome poverty.

3. The Federal government should assure a minimum standard of
living -- including sufficient food, clothing, shelter and medical

care--to those in poverty.

4. Additional investments should be made in programs proved
successful in preventing future poverty and its ill effects.

5. Welfare policies should aid both one- and two-parent families

in need. Existing child support law should be more effectively

enforced.

6. In achieving the objectives above, the Federal government
should maintain a strong presence, setting minimum benefit
sta,clards, providing adequate resources for effective programs,
and supporting appropriate and effective state and local

initiatives.

AFDC-UP

While the majority of families on 9elfare today are headed by
single women, it is important not to overtook the fact that substantial

numbers of poor families have two parents The AFDC-Unemployed Parent

program (AFDC-UP)is an option under AFDC that allows states to extend
eligibility for AFDC, and therefore Medicaid, to two-parent families with
children in which the primary wage earner is unemployed. In the 25

states without AFDC-UP, many unemployed parents, predominantly fathers,
may be forced to choose between trying to keep the family together and
deserting so that their children can receive money for food and shelter

and have their Medicaid coverage continued. We believe it is

shortsighted to support policies which encourage families to break up.
TWo parent families, in gener?1, can better build a solid economic base

than single parent families. Also, it is wrong to deny poor children

access to health care simply because they live with both. their parents.

Even in states that do provide AFDC-UP, the eligibility
requirements make it difficult for most families to qualify. If a

family's breadwinner works more than 99 hours a month, the family .1S
automatically inel Bible ior AFDC-UP, no matter how low its income.
Further AFDC-UP regulations require that the breadwinner must have had
recent work experience and have received unemployment insurance in the
past year or have worked six or more quarters during a 13-quarter

period. Poor families who have not been able to get into the work force

are excluded from AFDC-UP altogether. (The sole exception is two-parent

families where one parent is incapacitated.)
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The AFDC-UP program was designed to help twc-parent families faced
with a temporarily difficult period in their economic lives. Families
living in the farm belt offer one example of what can happen to
two-parent families when faced with major economic dislocations. Without
the AFDC-UP program these families fird themselves at a tremendous
disadvantage. For Instance, in Missouri approximately 87 percent of
AFDC-UP families reside in rural areas; (the AFDC enrollment in contrast,
is basically evenly divided between the state's urban and rural
cormunitaes.) Further, it has been the experience in Missouri that 70
percent of AFDC-UP recipients remein on the rolls less than one year as
compared with an average length of stay of 17 months for AFDC
recipients. Despite evidence showing that AFDC-UF helps keep families
together, the fact that states are not mandated to provide it can make
the program vulnerable to efforts to undermine it. In fact, in Missouri
in 1986, the Junior Leagues of Kansas City, St. Joseph and St. Louis
teamed up with Citizens for Missouri's Children, a statewide child
advocacy organization, to successfully defeat legislation which would
have eliminated Missouri's AFDC-UP program.

Changes in the Work Disregard

In addition to the need for AFDC-UP in all states, it is apparent
that many of the AFDC regulations often serve as work disincentives.
Prior to 1981, a working parent whose earned insane was low enougl, could
still qualify for supplemental AFDC benefits. As an incentive to obtain
work, each month the parent was able to keep the first $30 and ore -third
of the remainder of earnings. In 1981, the "$30 and one-third" income
disregard was limited to four months.

In reporting on the limits on the "$30 and 1/3 work incentive"
disregard, the Junior League of Salt Lake City's Child Watch report
concluded, "Everyone we interviewed considered this four month limit
unrealistic and counter productive. These new regulations have caused
many parents to quit their jobs and return to full assistance."
Fortunately, in 1984, the $30 disregard was extended for an additional
eight months; however, the limit on the one-third income disregard
remains at four months.

Child Care Issues

Any welfare reform program that requires or encourages the mothers
of very young children to work mutt address the need to provide wend
quality child care. It Is important to note, however, that reforms made
by the 1981 OBRA curtailed the supply of - -and access to- -child care for
low income families. The impact of these changes has been documented in
a number of cormunities by Child watch projects. First, the cuts in the
Title XX Social Services Block Grant made by OBRA 1981 resulted in a
decrease in the number of subsidized child care slots in many
communities. Although Congress restored $200 million in funding
beginning in FY 1984, the program still is funded at $600 million below
the level of $3.3 billion established for it by P.,- 96-272. A fact
sheet prepared by Generations United, an interjenerational coalition to
which the Association belongs, points out that the overall expenditures
of states for child care in FY 1986, when inflation is factored in, are
approximately 12 percent below FY 1981.

In 29 states the Title XX- funded portion of child rare was less in
FY 1986 than in FY 1981. One of these states is Iowa. In _A3, the
Junior League of Des Moines' Child Watch project reported that many
families in Polk County were negatively affected by the Title XX cuts.
The report concludes, "At no point in the Child Watch interviews were
there words of encouragement expressed regarding adequately funded
innovative programming which will break the cycle of generational
poverty."
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As a result of the 1981 cuts in Title XX, many states are
increasingly relying on the AFDC Title IV-A child care disregard which
OBRA capped at $160 a month, an amount insufficient to pay for good child

care. Before OBRA, a family receiving a child care subsidy fran a
government program could deduct all of its child care costs and
reasonable work expenses, before its AFDC benefit level was determined.

As a result of OBRA 1981, parents working full time can deduct actual
child care expenses only up to $160 a month per child and other work

expenses up to $75 per month. FUrthermore, the disregard, unlike Title
XX, does not require that the child care it funds meet relevant state or

local licensing standards.

The Junior League of Des Moines' Child Watch project found that
the biggest pr-mlem faced by the community's child care providers
resulted fran th,..s change in the child care disregard. The report also

cited cases of individuals who "gave up" and remained on public
assistance after being bounced from WIN worker (of the federal Work
Incentive training and work placement program) to the Iowa EMployment
Training Program and back again in an attempt to qualify for the

disregard.

The average cost for child care in Des Moines, according to the
Polk County Child Care Resource and Referral Center, is $200 per child

per month. With the child care disregard limited to $160 monthly, the
amount taken from monthly theme by monthly child care expenses is large

and usually prohibitive for low-income families. Moreover, the
retrospective accounting method established by OBRA makes it difficult,

if not impossible, for most AFDC families to use the disregard on a
continuing basis, thus =wending a parent's difficulties in keeping a

jab. As a result of its Child Watch findings, the Junior League of Des

Moines in 1983 launched a collaborative project entitled, Child Care
Subsidy and Assistance, which, using a combination of private and public
funding, provides subsidies to families who cannot diford the cost of

child care.

The failure to provide child care for parents who need job
training deprives many parents of the opportunity to obtain the skills

necessary to become economically independent. Sixty of the 300 families

receiving a child care subsidy fran the Subsidy and Assistance program,
between 1984 and 1986, were single mothers who qualified for welfare but
requested the subsidy in order to obtain job training. One mother who

received a subsidy wrote to the Governor of Iowa explaining her
frustration: "I do not want to give up my last opportunity to get my

education. If I am unable to continue getting financial aid for any
child care I will have no other alternative but to give up all my plans

and go beck on AFDC."

The need for child care to enable women to become independent of
welfare also is illustrated ly the findings of the Florida Center for
Children and Youth, a state-based child advocacy organization which was
founded by a coalition of Florida groups including the Junior Leagues,
thc League of Women Voters and the National Council of Jewish womn. The
Center's current president, Cynthia Brubaker, is a past Chairman of the
Public Policy Committee of the Board of the Association of Junior Leagues.

Currently, 22,000 chil .en who are eligible for subsidized child
care are on waiting lists in Florida and the waitinc, lists grow by 6200

children annually. However, the state's 1987 budget provides funds only
to increase available subsidized care by 2000 slots -- falling far short of

thc .ate at which the waiting list is growing. The lack of child care

has undercut the Public Assistance Productivity Act (PAPA) in Florida, a
lob training and placement program for the state's AFDC recipients. The

children of parents participating in PAPA are third on the list of
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children who have priority access to subsidized child care--after
children who are known victims of abuse and neglect and children who are
suspected to be abuse and neglect victims. The Florida Center estimates
that approsumately 1800 children comprise the first two priority
groupings, leaving little roan for children whose parents are ready to
leave the PAPA program and obtain jobs.

The critical need for child care for women moving into the paid
latxar force and off of AFDC was tragically illustrated earlier this year
in Miami. An AFDC mother with two children rtes three and two had been
waiting for over a year for child care for her children. When she did
obtain a job at a restaurant, she had no choice but to leave her children
alone locked in her home. When she returned to check on her children,
she discovered that they had climbed 1,,to a dryer and had been burned to
death

Medicaid and Infant Mortality

Because of the Association's long-standing support of child health
projects, we have continually supported efforts to expand medicaid
coverage for poor women and children. We are pleased that the 99th
Congress provided states with the opportunity to expand Medicaid to more
needy women and children. However, the infant mortality rates in this
country stand as a national disgrace: the Children's Defense Fund
reports that the United States ties for last place among 20
industrialized nations.

Julia Taylor, former first vice president of the Association,
served on the Southern Regional Task Force on Infant Mortality, which
spearheaded the efforts to expand Medicaid coverage for poor pregnant
women, new mothers and young children. The Task Force reports that the
factor most commonly associated with the death or disability of newborns
is low birth weight. A low birth weight baby is more likely to need
costly special care at birth and is 40 times more likely to the during
the first month of life than are babies who weigh more. Additionally,
low birth weight babies are twice as likely to suffer more handicaps
throughout their lifetime. The Southern Regional Task Force on Infant
Mortality, as well as a host of studies from advocacy groups and the
medical community, conclude that modest investments in preventive health
measures can improve the well-being of mothers and babies and help
forestall far more costly after-the-fact medical care.

In addition to the lack of affordable quality child care, the loss
of Medicaid for their children is a clearly documented barrier to the
employment of welfare parents. The "Catch-22" for welfare parents is
that if they accept a job and work over 100 hours in a month, they lose
their access to medicaid-paid health care for their children. Because
many welfare recipients often can only find jobs which provide no health
care benefits, many parents feel that they cannot afford to accept a job
because they would be jeopardizing the health of their children.

The importance of maintaining health care coverage for children
was documented by the Junior League of Salt Lake City's Child Watch
report. As one woman noted, "You can't afford to work. If you really
care about your kids, you'll do anything to keep Medicaid." Such
findings indicate that the present welfare system often discourages the
women who want to work and be independent. Rather than encouraging and
supporting their efforts to move off of welfare--the system appears to
encourage long-term dependency.

Adolescent Pregnancy

The relationship between out-of-wedlock, adolescent childbearing
and long-term welfare dependency is well-documented. In fact, while the
birth rate among adolescents is declining, the percentages of teenagers
bearing children out-of-wedlock is rising. Lacking skills, alarming
numbers of these teenage mothers and their children have no recourse but
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to became dependent on welfare. Recognizing the growing problem of
adolescent pregnancy, Junior Leagu.:: And the Association have become
involved in a broad range of programmatic and policy initiatives designed
to prevent adolescent childbearing and to provide support to those
teenagers who already are parents.

In 1984, in collaboration with the March of Dimes, the National
Council of Negro Women, the National Coalition of 100 Black Women and the
Children's Defense FUnd, the Association began the Adolescent Pregnancy

Child Watch (APCW) Program. MOdeled on the original Child Watch program,
APCW is designed to enable local cartrunjity collaborations to gather data

on the impact of adolescent pregnancy based on local findings. Based on

its findings, each APCW community collaboration develops a set of
recommendations. The findings of many APCW sites underscore the need for
essential educational, vocational and child care supports to those
teenagers who already are parents in order to interrupt the cycle of
long-term welfare dependency as well as to provide incentives for
teenagers to delay child bearing. Good education and job training are
needed to give teenagers a vision of life free of welfare and the ability

to bexxxne self-sufficient.

A sampling of recommendations from APCW projects coordinated by
Junior leagues in High Point, North Carolina, Montgomery County,
Maryland, Philadelphia and Los Angeles County underscore the need for
enhanced job training opportunities, expanded day care progn.ms, and
efforts to encourage teen parents to remain in or return to school. For

example, the High Point report cites the need for "...better
communication and follow-up between counseling, health, education, and
income support systems via a multi-service comprehensive program which
Integrates all services needed by the pregnant and parenting

adolescent." Further, the High Point report states that "Adequate day
care needs to be provided for tne teen mother so she can continue her

education or job training." In Mzntgommry County, Maryland, APCW
volunteers found eat "A eminent teen'who lacks at least a high school
education and/or basic job skills faces life on welfare." The report

s,..ate3 that "Their (adolescents') pride and motivation need to be
fostered through support systems and incentive-based programs."

In Los Angeles County, the findings were similar. The report

recommends that teen mothers need to "attain eornamic self sufficiency to
complete their education and acquire useful occupational skills.", and
points out that "Available research tells us that i' these goals are
accomplished then the long range outlook for a teen mother and her child
is most positive, yet most teen mothers leave school. Key support
services to make school attendance possible are on-campus child care and

transportation. Up-to -date vocational preparation should be available as
an adjunct to high school studies or as post-high school option."

The Philadelphia APCW project makes similar recommendations and
urges that "a special type of education needs to be provided that
includes not only the normal academic nrogram but provides training on
basic life skills, parenting skills, nutrition and job skills. The goal

should be to provide every pregnant teen who desires to further her
education, the ability to do so."

ilinuflum Standards and Welfare

As noted by former Arizona Governor Bruce Babbitt, in the report

"Ladders Out of Poverty", in this Nation and in this day and age, if you

are working then you ought not to be poor." However, a yob is no
guarantee against poverty: presently two million parents work full time,

yet live in poverty. The statistics of children living in poverty are

staggering. Almost 14 million children live in poverty today: one in
every six white, two in every five Hispanic, and one in every two black

326



322

7

children. Most of these poor children are living in single-parent,
female-headed households, which are four times more likely to be poor
than are two-parent families. Nearly 40 percent of all these households
were living in poverty in 1986.

Food, clothing, health care and shelter are fundamental needs and
the benefits received by poor families must be adequate in order to
provide them. Clearly, the fact that benefits are not always adequate is
exemplified by the growing number of homeless families. with declining
benefits and rising rents, many mothers have been forced to choose
between feeding their children and housing then. The short-term
implications for families living on the streets and in welfare hotels are
deplorable; the long-term implications for the children being raised
without adequate shelter, nutrition, security, and schooling are
devastating.

More than 50 Junior Leagues are Involved with projects to help the
homeless and hungry in their communities. Per example, the Junior league
of Atlanta provides a day care shelter for the children of homeless women
coupled with a work-adjustment program and parenting and household
management curses for the mothers. The Atlanta Junior League also works
with the Housing Authority of Atlanta tc azsist these homeless families
to find housing. This program has a remarkable record: of the 185
families served in the past six months, 115 are no longer homeless.

The Junior League of St. Louis recently opened the Family Center,
the only shelter in the county which provides shelter to all types of
homeless families, including those with two-parents, teens, and mothers
with Infants. In addition, the Junior League of The City of New York,
working in collaboration with the Children's Aid Society, recently
received approval from the City to renovate three abandoned buildings
which will provide transitional housing for homeless women.

To underscore their concern about homelessness, Junior League
delegates, at the Association's 190 Annual Conference, adopted the
following resolution:

Whereas, There remains a critical problem of the homeless and
hungry in our nations which has spared no region; and

Whereas, Advocating for short term needs is vital and necessary,
broader based solnrions are needed to bring long-term results;

Resolved, That the Association and member Leagues underscore the
commitment to the issues of the homeless and hungry;

Resolved, That objectives should include but not be limited to:

- timber Leagues sharing in a Program Exchange

Advocacy efforts at the local, state and national levels by the
Association member Leagues and SPAC

- Development of a document describing service delivery and
advocacy options.

In response to this resolution, the Association will hold a public
policy issues forum, "The New Homeless: Women, children, and Families",
October 5-7, 1987, at the wingspread Conference Center in Racine,
Wisconsin. Two of the oonfermo, key-note speakers will be Doctors Ellen
Bassuk and Kay Young McChesney, each of whom currently directs a major
research project on the issue of homeless women and children.

The research of D-. Ellen Bassuk of the Harvard Medical School
attests to the gravity of the fact that increasing numbers of young
children lack homes and are living in absolute poverty during their
formative years. Intensive interviews and tests document that a majority
of children living in Massachusetts' shelters are suffering developmental
delays, severe anxiety and depression, and learning difficulties. Many
preschoolers have never known the comforts of a stable home; almost half
have moved S to 14 times since birth.
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Director of the Homeless Families Project at the University of
Southern California, Dr. Kay Young McChesney found four distinct groups
of families which are increasingly becoming homeless in the Los Angeles

area (1) unemployed couples, generally low-wage earners who lost their
industrial or manufacturing jobs and cannot find jobs for which they
qualify; (2) mothers leaving relationships, often due to divorce,
desertion or violence; (3) AFDC mothers who met with the "squeeze" and
could not afford to stay in their homes; and (4)' mothers whc had been
homeless teens, often due to sexual abuse at home or as a result of
"aging -out" of foster care.

Dr. McChesney found that in Los Angeles the largest percentage of
haneless families are AFDC mothers and their children. The Most
unexpected group of haneless families are those headed by young women who
"aged out" of foster care and teen runaways who have becane haneless

mothers. These findings have important implications for reform. For
example, the need for implementation of the Independent Living
Initiative, passed by the 99th Congress, is shown by the move of children
from foster care to the streets. Clearly, a program to help these young

people build a bridge to independence is urgently needed.

It is essential that programs be developed that will provide all
homeless children and their families with housing and a solid economic
base by providing job training, Jobs, child care and other support
services to help them move towards independence.

§AVEY

We must recognize that those families currently relying on welfare

benef,ts have diverse needs. Many need only a joo providing an income

sufficient to support their families. Many others, particularly teens,
reed to finish their education and obtain job training before qualifying

for 'ork. A minority, specifically the homeless, require a comprehensive
array o: ,innort services before they can be ready for job training. All
of these familios must have access to child care and health care, whether
at home, in training, oi until financially independent.

we applaud this Subxxximittet's efforts to develop a welfare system
that will address the needs of families during the last quarter of the
20th Century. Such a system needs to be based on the recognition that
the majority of both parents now work and that, given the opportunity,
most Americans want to work. However, they cannot work unless jobs are

available. Moreover, they cannot support their families without adequate
incomes, nor can they qualify for jobs that will lead then off the
welfare rolls without proper training or education.

Most important, a welfare system must be based on the recognition
that children are our nat,on's future. Medical care must be provided
until parents have achieved the economic independence to enable then to
pay for health coverage, and high quality affordable and accessible child
:are must be provided if the patents of young children are to be required
or encouraged to work. Currently, limited funds, plus the lack of
adequate standards for the majority of child care, results in low quality

care. This is especially true for infant care, the most limited and
costly form of care. moreover, the shortage of infant care is
exacerbated by the absence of a national parental leave policy.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today.
look forward to continuing to work with you to achieve effective , ire

reform in America.

Virginia T. Austin
President
Association of Junior Leagues, Inc.
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Mr. PEASE. Thank you very much, Ms. Austin. We appreciate
your teE,timony.

Ms. Phillips, we will be pleased now to have your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DEBORAH A. PHILLIPS, PH.D., MID-CAREER
FELLOW, BUSH CENTER IN CHILD DEVELOPMENT :..ND SOCIAL
POLICY, YALE UNIVERSITY

Ms. PHILLIPS. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having the
opportunity to testify before this committee on the role of child
care in welfare reform, and I especially welcome your interest in
the children whose lives would be affected by welfare reform legis-
lation. My name is Deborah Phillips. I am a developmental psy-
chologist presently affiliated with Yale University's Bush Center in
Child Development and Social Policy.

,day I will make two points. First, as you have heard many
tines already today and will hear many times again, child care is
critical to an effective welfare reform program. Second, any child
care component of welfare reform must be financed and designedto assure that children are in safe, supportive, and reliable ar-rangements.

Child care has become an essential part of rearing children in
contemporary society. This is true of absolutely every type offamily. It may be especially true of the families that you seek to
move into self-sufficiency through welfare reform. Report afterreport points to young mothers with young children and little work
experience as a prime group for welfare reform.

Thirty-six percent of nonworking mothers with family incomes
under $15,000 surveyed by the Census Bureau in 1982 indicated
that lack of affordable child care was a major barrier to seeking
employment.

One-third of all single unemployed parents responding to a
Gallup poll conducted in California reported that inadequate child
care arrangements kept them from working or attending trainingoutside the home.

A survey con 'ucted in Massachusetts found that 30 percent of
nonworking parents attributed their unemployment to lack of child
care; 10 percent had actually quit their jobs as a result of child
care problems.

Survey after survey in State after State confirm these trends.They are not terribl surprising. Problems with child care are re-peatedly cited by s ally employed nonpoor parents and their em-
ployers as hampering productivity, dependability, and job commit-ment.

Phillip Robins, a professor of economics at the University of
Miami, who will be testifying before the Select Committee on Chil-
dren, Youth, and Families next waak, will be reporting data which
show that as child care costs increase, the probability that women
will decide to remain out of the labor force or will terminate em-
ployment altogether also increase.

Child care assistance is simply essential if low-income mothers
are to participate in training programs, attend school, or obtainand hold jobs. In Massachusetts, the highly regarded ET Choices
program allocates close to 40 percent of its budget to child care.

329



325

Mothers with children under 6 years of age now constitute 41 per-
cent of all participants, up from 18 percent in fiscal year 1984.
Their participation is entirely voluntary and thus demonstrates
their eagerness to get job training when they are provided the sup-
ports that can make their desire to work a reality.

The challenge, then, is how to craft and finance an effective child
care component that promotes the goals of welfare reform on the
one hand and protects the best interests of children on the other. I
would like to offer a list of considerations that have been raised re-
peatedly by child care experts and by States who are already in-
volved m welfare reform programs.

First, any child care provision must take into account the qualitf
of the care that is supported. We now have a two-tier child care
system, characterized by vast inequities in the quality of Federally
supported child care received by poor children. Some children are
fortunate enough to get the comprehensive care and services pro-
vided by Head Start and by some of the new State preschool pro-
grams. These programs are justified on the grounds that exposure
to quality programs early in life can begin to launch children on a
path out of poverty.

But historically, and presently in the AFDC program, efforts to
reduce poverty that emphasize adult training and employment
have sacrificed child care quality at the alter of welfare cost reduc-
tion. Child care in this case is supported primarily to remove one
impediment to parents' participation in job training.

The quality and reliability of the child care received by the chil-
dren are left largely to chance, as is presently the case with the
AFDC child care income disregard, with potentially high costs later
in the form of remedial education, grade retention, and other forms
of academic and social failure. Yet, the children served by these
two tiers of childcare are the same children with the same needs
for quality care.

It is time that we recognize this entire package of poverty reduc-
tion programs for adults on the one hand and children on the other
is designed to assist families not to set the needs of parents and
children against each other, but to respond by assuring access to
good-quality care 'n welfare reform proposals.

In Massachusetts, for example, where quality has been a primary
consideration throughout the ET program, the child care subsidies
that are provided through ET must be used to purchase child care
that is regulated by the State.

Second, financial assistance for child care must be made avail-
able and must allow parents to purchase regulated care. Full-time
child care costs, on average, $3,000 a year. Higher-quality care and
care for infants can cost more than this. By contrast, a single
mother who successfully completes a training program and secures
a full-time entry-level job at minimum wage earns about $6,700 an-
nually. At a minimum, child care programs for work and training
participants should incorporate reimbursement rates that match, if
not exceed, the State subsidy level for title XX child care.

Without adequate financial support, it is virtually guaranteed
that hundreds of children will receive poor-quality care, patchwork
arrangements that shuttle them from one provider to another, and
unreliable care that will disrupt parents' ability to go to training,
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not to mention what it will do to a child's sense that the world is
dependable.

Third, it is important that child care support be adequate to
enable parents to purchase full-time child care if it is needed.
Common perceptions are that most mothers who work, work part-
time. But presently, two-thirds of all mothers with preschoolers
who work, work full-time, though not necessarily through the
summer months. There is no reason to expect that this will be dra-
matically different among mothers who work their way to full em-
ployment through a welfare reform program.

Fourth, child care assistance must be structured to avoid abrupt
terminations of support just as a parent starts to achieve self-suffi-
ciency. This requires tying child care subsidies to earnings rather
than to an arbitrary period of time. In California, where child care
support is continued for at most 3 months beyond participation in
the GAIN program, counties are already beginning to report that
parents are unable to sustain employment because very-low-cost
child care options are often unavailable and high-cost options are
beyond their means.

One might expect that parents who participate in welfare reform
could be transferred to other forms of child care subsidy as a way
to ease them off the child care support provided through welfare
reform. Unfortunately, as you have heard, these other sources have
been sube.antially reduced. Title XX, the largest source of Federal
child care ,port for iow-income families, is now funded in real
terms at f of what it received a decade ago. As a result, 23
States now serve fewer children than they did in 1981, and many
States have eliminated altogether or pared back support for par-
ents in training and in school. The title W-A income disregard, an
additional source of low-income child care support, is so seriously
flawed that it should not be used as the basis of any new and for-
ward-looking child care policy.

These are sobering facts. As the proportion of children with
working mothers continues to escalate and States struggle to com-
pensate for reductions in Federal child care support, there is not
even a crack in the door for children of welfare reform participants
to enter the system. If parents' participation in employment and
training is mandatory, these concerns become even more para-
mount.

Several other issues, including the need for a supply-building
mechanism and the value of providing parents with help in finding
child care are described in my full written testimony, and I would
be happy to discuss them with you later if time allows.

In sum, public policy and research recognize two basic facts
about child care. The first is that child care is a basic feature of
effective welfare reform programs. The second is that high-quality
child care can help to prepare children, particularly low-income
children, for effective and productive adult lives.

Today I have offered a brief overview of some of the consider-
ations that will in all likelihood surface as you develop and refine
legislative proposals in this area. Others undoubtedly will emerge.
In the months ahead, as you work on welfare reform legislation, I
would urge you to approach child care as a vital support to the par-
ticipating families. Designing it to promote both the employment
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needs of adults and the developmental needs of children may ac-
complish two goals with one stroke: enabling parents to achieve
economic self-sufficiency, and beginning to prepare the next gen-
eration for productive adult lives.

Thank you very much, and I look forward to having the chance
to work on this with you as you develop legislative proposals.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF DEBORAH A. PHILLIPS, PH.D.
HUSH CENTER IN CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY, YALE UNIVERSITY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you very such for giving
me this o'portunity to testify on the role of child care in welfare reform. I
welcome your interest in the children whose lives will be affected by welfare
reform legislation and applaud your sensitivity to the complexity of these
issues.

My name is Deborah Phillips. I am a developmental psychologist. A
central focus of my own research is the developmental effects of child care,
studied both in the United States and iu Bermuda. I have held several policy
positions, most recently as Directok of the Child Care Information Service at
the National Association for the Education of Young Children. Presently I am
working on several child care and family support projects with Professor
Edward Sigler, first director of the federal Office of Child Development, at
Yale Unversity's Bush Center in Child Development and Social Policy.

Today I want to emphasize two points. First, as you have undoubtedly
heard many times, child care is critical to an effective welfare reform
Program. And, second, any child care component of welfare reform must be
financed and designed to assure that children are in safe, supportive, and
reliable arrangements.

Child care has become an essential part of rearing children ID
contemporary society. This is true of absolutely every type of family rich
and poor, black and white, two-parent and single-parent, teen parent and mid-
life parent. Recent survey data suggest that this may be especially true of
the families that you seek to move into self-sufficiency through welfare
reform. Report after report points to young mothers with young children a
little work experience as a prime group for effective welfare reform.

Thirty-six percent of nonworking mothers with f.eily incomes under
$15,000 interviewed in an extensive national survey conducted by the Census
Bureau indicated that lack of affordable child care was a sajor barrier to
seeking employment.

One-third of all single, unemployed parents responding to a Gallop Poll
commissioned by the California Governor's Child Care Task Force reported that
inadequate child care arrangements kept them from working or attending
training outside the home.

In a recent study by the National Social Science and Law Center exploring
barriers to employment for single mothers receiving AFDC benefits in
Washington State, nearly two-thirds of the respondents cited difficulty aith
child care as a primary problem in seeking and keeping Subs. Almost 90% of
these women had children under 12 years and more than half had children under
six.

A surrey conducted by the largest resource and referral agency in
Massachusetts found that 30% of nonworking parents attributed their
unemployment to lack of child care, and of these, 10% Bad actually quit their
jobs as a result of child care problems.

And 44% of unemployed parents, most of whom were single- parent AFDC
recipients, surveyed in Vermont reported that they had turned down a job offer
or left a job because they couldn't make satisfactory child care arrangements.
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These statistics are not terribly surprising -- Problems with child care
are repeatedly cited by fully employed, nonpoor parents and their employers as
hampering productivity, dependability, and .7,ob commitment. Phillip Robins, a

Professor of Economics at the University of Miami, will be reporting data at a
hearing before the Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families next week
whicl uemonstrate that child care costs are directly related to seeking and

maintaining full employment. Higher costs increase the probability that women

will decide to remain out of the labor force or will terminate employment

altogether.

The link between affordable, dependable child care and parent employment
is supported by research, by surveys, and by the personal experience of

thousands of families. Child care assistance is essential if low-income
mothers are to participate in training programs, attend school, or obtain and

hold jobs. Virtually every recent report on welfare reform, the two newest
initiatives in California and Massachusetts, and Governor Kean's proposed
initiative in New Jersey highlight child care as a fundamental component of

welfare reform.

In Massachusetts, for example, the highly regarded ET Choices Program
allocates close to 40% of its budget to child care. Mothers with children

under 6 years of age now constitute 41% of all participants, up from 18% in

fiscal year 1984. Their participation is voluntary, thus providing a clear

indication that parents are eager and able to participate in training and
employment programs when child care support is provided. Similarly,

California's new welfare reform initiative -- the GAIN program -- spends $59.1
million of the $265.9 million budget for child care.

The question, then, is not whether to include a child care component in
welfare reform legislation, but rather bow to craft and finance an effective

child care component. I would like to offer a list of considerations that
have been raised repeatedly by child care *Averts and by states already

involved in welfare reform programs.

first, any child care provision must take into account the quality of the

care that is supported. You have the opportunity to weave into one program
the lessons learned from research into the effects of high quality early care
environments -- research that fed directly into the design of Head Start and

is now prompting state after state to initiate part-day, prekindergarten
programs -- with the knowledge that child care is the key to economic self-

sufficiency among mothers.

It is extremely important to design a child care component that does not
contribute to the existing "two-tier" child care system -- one tier of lower

quality care for the children of welfare reform participants, and one tier of
good quality care for low-income children who themselves are viewed as the
target of poverty intervention programs such as Head Start.

The same children are afte-ted in both insta.Acts. Some children in low-

income families are fortunate enough to get the comprehensive :are and
services provided Head Start, justified on the grounds that exposure to
nuality programming early in life can launch children on a path out of

poverty. Other children in families who meet the Head Start eligibility
criteria, but whose child care will be supported through welfare reform, run
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the risk of being relegated to very low cost care justified on the basis of
reducing welfare costs. The quality and reliability of the child care
received by the children are left to chance, as is presently the case with the
AFDC Child Care Income Disregard, with potentially high costs later in the
fora of remedial education, grade retention, and other torus of acadesic and
social failure.

It is time we recognize that this entire package of poverty-reduction
programs is designed to assist families not to set the needs of parents and
children against each other -- and to respond by assuring access to good
quality child care in welfare reform proposals.

In Massachusetts, the child care subsidies provided through ET must be
used to purchase child care that is regulated by the State. To offer families
flexibility, rela ives and babysitters can provide care for at most 10 days.
State licensing oi child care, while far from perfect, enforces basic health
and safety guidelines, and brings with it monitoring and visibility --
essential safeguards for children not cared for full-time by their parents.

Second, financial assistance for eald care must be made available and
must allow parents to purchase regulated child care. Full-time child care
costs $3,000 per year, on average. Good quality care can cost much sore than
this. Head Start, for example, now averages about $2,500 per child per year
for a part-dew program. Hy contrast, a single mother who successfully
completes a training program and secures a full-tine entry level job at
minims wage earns $6,700 annually.

At a minimum, child care progress for work and training participants

should incorporate reimbursement rates that match the state subsidy level for
Title II child care. (A level that is often too low, leading providers in
some states to refuse to serve subsidized children given the substantial
demand for child care from middle- and upper-income families.) The GAIN
legislation in California takes this one step farther, specifically stating
that child care subsidies must be set to the market rate of child care in the
participant's county, and may go up to 1.5 standard deviations above the
average cost of care. Massachusetts, which also took very seriously the issue
of quality when setting their reimbursement rate, estimates that annual per
child costs for child care funded through ET range from $2,000 to $5,000
depending upon the age of the child -- with infant and toddler care being the
sost expensive -- the type of program, and the hours of care needed.

Without adequate financial support, suck as that offered in
Massachusetts, it is virtually guaranteed that hundreds of children will
receive poor quality care, patchwork arrangements that shuttle children from
one provider to another, and unreliable care that repeatedly disrupts the
parents' ability to go to training or work, not to mention the harm that is
done to a child's sense that the world is dependable.

Third, it is important that child care support be adequate to enable
parents to purchase full-time child care as seeded. Common perceptions are
that most mothers who work, work part-time. Tot, presently two-thirds of all
mothers with preschoolers who work, work full-time, according to the
Department of Labor. Among mothers with school-age children, almost three-
quarters of those who work, work full-time. There is no reason to expect that
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this will be dramatically different among mothers who work their way t full

employment through a welfare reform program. Part-time work, at low wages, is
simply insufficient to raise a family above the poverty level and thus falls
short of the goals of welfare reform.

Fourth, child care assistance must be structured to avoid abrupt
terminations of support just as a parent starts to achieve self-sufficiency.
This requires tieing child care subsidies to earnings rather than to an
arbitrary period of time. In California, where child care support is
continued for at most 3 months beyond participation in GAIN, counties are
already beginning to report that parents are unable to sustain employment,
because very low-cost care options are unavailable and higher-cost options are
beyond their means.

Massachusetts provides transitional child care support to families for a
year after completing the IT program to assure that the investment in job
training is not lost because slow increments in wages cannot keep up with
abrupt increases in child care costs. All parents pay something toward their
child care costs, eves if very nominal, based on a sliding fee schedule.
At the end of the transition year, however, many parents remain unable to
support the costs of regulated child care. Their choice is to piece together
a collection of low-cost or no-cost child care arrangements, which are known
to be fragile and unreliable. Alternatively, they may return to dependence on

AFDC and other transfer payments.

One might expect that parents who participate in welfare reform could be
transfered to other sources of child care subsidy as a way to ease then off of
the child care support provided through welfare reform. Unfortunately, these
"other sources" have been substantially reduced. Available openings fall far

short of meeting the needs of eligible !mil's. even without the added burden
of a new cohort.

In 1981, over 20 states either completely eliminated parents in training
and school from eligibility for Title II child care assistance, or severely
limited the type of training or education that would qualify parents for
support. Other states restricted eligibility for child care assistance to
parents in single pear training programs. In general, Title IX tufting in
real terms is now one half of what it was a decade ago. As a result, 23
states now offer Title II child care to fewer youngsters than were served in

1981. In California, the intent of the GAIN law is to transfer children to
non-GAIN supported child care when parents complete their training. Given
that the alternative programs now serve only 10% of the eligible population,
it is difficult to imagine how this provision can be implemented. Sven the
popular lead Start program now serves fewer than 20% of eligible children.

These are sobering facts. It is important to be realistic about how much
demand existing child care programs can tolerate. As the proportion of
children with working mothers continues to escalate, and states struggle to
compensate for reducations in federal child care support, there is not even a
crack in the door for the children of welfare reform participants to enter the
system. If parents' participation in employment and training is mandatory,
these concerns become even more paramount.

The Title IV-A Child Care Income Disregard -- a final source of low-
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income child care subsidy is so seriously flawed that it should not be the
basis of any new and forward looking child care policy. Families are
reimbursed after they purchase child care, with a lag time as long as 2
months. Poor families simply cannot sustain two months of child care costs.
Families must locate their own sources of child care, there is no requirement
that the care be regulated, and the payment level of $160 per month fall tars
short of the real cost of care, particularly regulated child care. Finally,
because the Child Care Disregard is subtracted from a family's earned income
before the $30 and 1/3 disregard, it is possible that families will end up
with less available income than working AFDC families who receive child care
support through Title XI.

Fifth, any child care subsidies provided to parents enrolled in training
and employment programs will be used most effectively if they are accompanied
by resources dedicated to increasing the total supply of child care. In the
absence of a supply-building mechanism, there may literally be no openings in
center-based or family day care homes for parents who seek these forms of
care. 12 North Carolina and Minnesota, new child care subsidies did not
translate into better placements for children because there were not enough
child care facilities to absorb the new funds. ET administrators report
shortages of infant care and school-age care for the children of ET
participants. Nationwide, waiting lists for openings in programs that enroll
infants and toddlers are reported to be double the total capacity of the
programs.

While problems with the supply of child care are too large to be
successfully or appropriately addressed 10 the context of welfare reform, they
represent a major hurdle that cannot be entirely overlooked. Massachusetts is
attempting to address the supply problem through concerted efforts to recruit
family day care homes that can serve infants and toddlers. California
included $36.5 million for capitol improvements and relor,tion for school-age
child care progress in the GAIN legislation. Nevertheless, the children of
parents participating 'n GAIN required child care long before the supply-
building allocation could affect the availability of programs. California
also has a revolving no-interest loan program for start-up and expansion of
child care facilities, and the private sector has just joined forces with the
state to launch a $950,000 recruitment and tr. sing program for child care
providers.

Sixth, both Massachusetts and California have recognized the value of
linking welfare proven participants with child care resource and referral
agencies. These agencies offer parent education, guide parents through
available child care options, and inform parents about their eligibility for
subsidies. This improves the chances that families will make an informed
child care choice. In Massachusetts, a resource and referral specialist is
placed in the welfare office where parents sign up for ET. California has
been less effective on this account. Parents are simply informed about the
availability of community-based resource and referral. Making the link
requires additional time and transportation for them.

In sum, public policy recognizes two basic facts about child care. The
first 15 that child care is a basic feature of effective welfare reform
progans. The second is that high quality child care can help to prepare
children, particularly low- income children, for effective and productive adult
lives. Today, I have offered a brief overview of some of the considerations
that will, in all likelihood, surface as you develop and refine legislative
proposals in this area. Others will undoubtedly emerge. They center around
the need to assure that child care promotes rather than hinders families'
participation in employment and training, that you make the most efficient use
of existing and new child care resources, and thit whereever possibl' you
strengthen rather than stretch available child care.

In the months ahead, as you work on welfare reform legislation, I would
urge you to approach child Cite as a vital Support to the participating
families -- designing it to promote both the employment needs of adults and
the developmental needs of children. Then you will accomplish two goals with
one stroke -- enabling parents to achieve economic self-sufficiency and
preparing the next generation for a productive adult life.
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Mr. PEASE. Thank you, Dr. Phillips.
We don't have very much time for colloquy. I would like to be

able to keep you two up here for another half-hour, but I just can't
do that. So let me concentrate on the area that you mentioned and
that you specifically focused in on; that is, child care.

I thought your specific research will be very helpful to the com-
mittee, and I appreciate that.

What about these child care centers? Do you have in mind that
the welfare system would set up new child care centers or that we
would provide the money so that the welfare mothers could go into
private commercial child care centers?

Ms. PHILLIPS. First of all, I think it is very important that we not
restrict child care options only to center-based arrangements.

Mr. PEASE. Only to which?
Ms. PIULLIPS. To centers.
Mr. PEASE. Okay.
MS. PHILLIPS. Family day care homes and other kinds of arrange-

ments are very important sources of child care, particularly for
younger children, infants, and toddlers, and for school-age children,
the two ends of the age spectrum.

There are .concerns about the current supply of regulated child
care arrangements. In both California and in Massachusetts, the
welfare reform programs include provisions that will be supply-
building mechanisms. In California they actually added a $36 mil-
lion appropriation specifically to enhance the supply of school-age
child care, recognizing that there isn't enough now. In Massachu-
setts there is a 'ery extensive effort to recruit family day-care pro-
viders because they are having serious problems finding enough ar-
rangements for infants and toddlers. So to the extent that you can
think about, on top of everything else, adding some supply-building
mechanism it would be extremely helpful.

On the other hand, you really do have a dilemma here because a
lot of families use relatives and unregulated forms of child care.
Sometimes these forms of child care are perfectly fine, are stable,
are familiar to the families, are good for the children. In other
cases they are not. if you exclude them completely from the op-
tions that families can use in welfare reform, you are basically re-
stricting families to the limited supply of regulated arrangements.
If you do include them, you run the risk of having children in some
unsafe, invisible, unregulated arrangements. It is a dilemma we
need to continue to think about.

Mr. PEASE. Ms. Austin?
Ms. AUSTIN. I would only add as commentand I certainly am

not qualified to specifically address the complex issues of child
carebut I will add that many Junior Leagues across the country
have been involved in information and referral services. They are
finding that having a variety of options is really the most produc-
tive approach to child care.

Ms. PHILLIPS. The resource and referral issue is a very important
one. These programs help parents find and choose appropriate ar-
rangements for their children, and especially to the extent that you
have a very diversified child care system in this country, it is a
critical link between the parents and the child and the programs.
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Mr. PEASE. Surely. Well, I mentioned earlier in discussions with
our other panel that when my constituents talk about welfare
reform, what they are talking about is cutting back on waste,
fraud, and abuse. They are not particularly thinking about child
care or other things. It seems to me that as we think about provid-
ing child care as part of an intelligent welfare reform package, that
we have to keep in mind the sensitivity of the public to what they
consider to be fraud or abuse in the welfare system, and we might
have to sacrifice some degree of what would be a perfect system in
child care in order to make sure that we protect ourselves against
the public perception that we are wasting their dollars.

If we give money for child care and allow it to be spent for rela-
tivesas you suggest, often that is a perfectly appropriate place
but there have been enough examples where people have manipu-
lated that system"I take care of your kid, you take care of my
kids, and we both pick up the child care money"that is a real
source of concern. Beyond the waste of money, there is the concern
about children being abused and so on.

As a politician, I would cringe at seeing a newspaper headline,
"Government spends thousands of dollars of taxpayers' money for
a center that abuses children." That is a nonstarter as far as politi-
cians are concerned. So we have got to figure out some way to
build in those safeguards, as I say, even if it means giving up a
degree of perfection.

A thought that has occurred to me off the top of my head that
you may want to comment on is that for regulated, licensed day-
care centers we could provide a voucher that provides the absolute
cost of the system, whereas for other arrangements, less formal
ones, we might continue with the income disregard approach which
doesn't make the Government quite as responsible for the selection
as we would with the day-care center.

Does that sound promising at all?
Ms. PHIIIIPS The voucher approach is a very fruitful avenue to

pursue for regulated arrangements. That is what is done in Massa-
chusetts. It works very well. It works very well, in part because
they have the supply-building piece and because they channel par-
ents through resource and referral staff to help them find arrange-
ments.

I am very sympathetic to your concerns about unregulated ar-
rangements, and I cringe as well when I see those headlines. I
would recommend that you look very carefully at both Massachu-
setts and California because the way they handle this is to allow
some flexibility.

For example, in Massachusetts, families are allowed to use rela-
tives for child care for, at most 10 days during the year. This
means that when their child is sick or when they need to bridge
other arrangements, they can rely on a relative. But that's it.

In California, families are actually encouraged to use relatives,
but there are some minimal requirements that those relatives must
comply with. They are very minimal. I think they are too minimal,
myself. But again, I think you can create some flexibility for that
kind of arrangement without leaving it completely open or com-
pletely without any form of accountability; and I think that is criti-
cal, for precisely the issues that you are raising.
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Let me say just one more thing, which is that the title N income
disregard for child care is just simply not the right way to go. It
doesn't work now, for a variety of reasons which are outlined in
my testimony, and I think it would be a crying shame to see new
legislation turn back to that as a major child care mechanism
where there are chances for some creative ideas that will be more
effective.

Mr. PEASE. Good.
Ms. Austin, I don't think it would be fair to ask of you what I am

going to ask of Dr. Phillips, but if you want to enter into it also,
that s fine.

Dr. Phillips, you have done a lot of work in this area and you
have, obviously, a great deal of interest in it. I would appreciate it
if you would give me some of your thoughts as to what language
you would write into the statutes if you had to come up with the
language. Since I am only temporary chairman, if you would direct
that to me personally as an individual member, I may be able to
translate that into the bill that we pass out.

But I think it is a good discipline for you all, not just to state
general principles but say, how is this going to appear in the stat-
ute books and how do we worry about the fraud and all this sort of
thing.

So, if you have the time and the inclination, I would be glad to
receive that from you.

Ms. AUSTIN. Well, no, I certainly could not comment on that,
though I will say that my staff will take a look at that too, and any
suggestions that they have I will have them pass them on to you.

Mr. PEASE. Surely. It doesn't have to be complete, but anything
at all would be helpful.

Ms. AUSTIN. Fine.
Mr. PEASE. Okay. Thanks again.
Ms. AUSTIN. Thank you very much.
Ms. PHILLIPS. Thank you.
[Nothing further was received.]
Mr. PEASE. Our next panel will be: Judith Gueron, president of

the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation; Walter Speck-
man, of the Weld County, Colo., Department of Human Services;
and Morton Sklar, consultant and former director of Jobs Watch.

We are under some time constraints. I must leave in about 20
minutes, and we have no other member here. So, if you could each
try to summarize your testimony in about 5 to 7 minutes, I think
t' at would be helpful.

We will start with you, Ms. Gueron.

STATEMENT OF JUDITH M. GUERON, PRESIDENT, MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORP.

Ms. GUERON. Good morning. I am Judith Gueron, president of
the Manpower Demonstration Research Corp. What I am going to
be talking about today are the findings from a 5-year evaluation of
State work-welfare initiatives, and I will try to condense them and
ask you to include the full remarks in the record.

I think that what is striking about the welfare reform debate is
how Quickly it is moving. Last week, when I was talking in front of
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the subcommittee of the Senate Finance Committee, I thought it
was critical to remind people that they should not lose sight of
work-welfare programs in the overall ambition of a larger welfare
reform effort.

This week, I think it is particularly important to remind people,
given the crescendo of support for work programs, that we should
be careful not to overpromise what we can accomplish, that we
should keep the rhetoric in line with the funding, and that we
should recognize that the success of any effort to reduce welfare
with work is going to depend on the overall strength of the econo-
my and the incentives facing welfare recipients.

The programs that I am talking about are, in some sense, a first
generation, or dry run, of the core of many of the current welfare
reform proposals, which look to replace AMC with some kind of a
vision of a reciprocal entitlement, where to get welfare benefits
peogNieould have to participate in some form of work activity in
exc for their welfare grant.

Starting in about 1982, MOW began working with eight States
that were looking to restructure WIN to turn it into more of a
mandatory work requirement, and we started evaluations that I
have described in depth elsewhere. I will only say briefly that they
were large scale in size, that they were implemented in a variety of
conditions, and that they addressed the one-third of the AFDC case
load which is women with children 6 or over, and not the rest of
the case load.

We have completed studies now of programs in San Diego, Calif.,
Baltimore, Md., and multicounty areas of Arkansas, Virginia, and
West Virginia. It is those studies, the results of which I am talking
about today. Each of those programs was a particular mix of man-
datoriness and services, and the results are from a combination of
those elements.

First, we learned that States are doing better now than they
have in the past in implementing such programs They have been
successful in getting more people into them, and that is a real
change over the pre-1981 WIN story.

Second, I would say, using very rigorous research approaches, we
found that in general these initiatives increased employment and
earnings and reduced welfare costs. They dispel the notion that
employment and training programs for women don't work. In all of
the States, with the exception of very special conditions in West
Virginia, we found that programs led to increases in earnings of
between about 8 and 37 percent. The two exceptions to that overall
positive trend were West Virginia and rural areas of Arkansas and
Virginia, where there were not increases in earningsbasically, a
very weak economy, very rural areaand for the AFDC-U pro-
gram in California, where we found that there were very limited
changes in employment and earnings, but quite substantial welfare
savings.

The results also point out ways that one might increase the 'c-
tiveness of such programs For example, we found that they made
relatively small differences for the most employable people on wel-
fare, larger impacts for the next group, and there were some hints
in the data that, for the most disadvantaged, there may also have
been relatively small impacts. We may have to invest more in that
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group to get more. Finally, we found that overall the benefits out-
weighed the costs in most of these programs.

So my bottom line on the results is that we have found, from
fairly solid evidence across a range of States, that welfare employ-
ment programs can make a consistent and measureable improve-
ment in people's lives. If you multiply that by large numbers of
people and over time, it takes on considerable significance.

We have also learned from the magnitude of the changes that
this is not a quick fix for poverty. That shouldn't surprise us, given
the conditions in which programs were implemented, limited fund-
ing, and the problems facing the welfare population.

We also concluded that there are a number of unanswered ques-
tions, one being, if you invest more, will you get more? In particu-
lar, if you make educational and remediation programs available,
can you have larger impacts or reach more people? The second
question is whether you can expand this experience to the full wel-
fare case load and still have the same kinds of results, particularly
if it is expanded to women with preschool children.

There are a number of operational lessons that I will just point
to briefly that I think are relevant to any consideration of legisla-
tion right now. First, it is going to be important to see that a pro-
gram's goals are in line with the funding it receives. We should be
very careful not to replay the WIN experience of having ambitious
expectations not matched by funding.

We should remember that WIN also was intended to require all
adult AFDC recipients to participate in some kind of employment
and training program; in fact, it was never adequately funded to do
that.

Second, we should be careful that the cost-sharing arrangement
between the Federal Government and the States and localities pro-
vides incentives for States to run these programs. Our studies
showed that most of the benefits went to the Federal budget, as
well as the Federal Government bearing most of the costs. We
should make sure that we don't retreat in 1987, rather than move
forward, because we haven't adequately structured the funding.

Third, there is the lesson on targeting. We want to make sure
that we don't spend most of the money on the most employable
people on welfare.

Finally, I think it is very important to look at more intensive
services, particularly something like the GAIN program in Califor-
nia, and fmd out what the returns will be.

In conclusion, the research suggests that we have had modest
achievements from the first wave of welfare employment programs,
but I don't think that that caution should deter you from moving
forward. On the contrary, I would urge you to use those findings as
a foundation on which to construct a new welfare employment
system which could avoid some of the istakes of the past.

Most importantly, I would remind you that funding for WIN ex-
pires in June and that action on welfare employment programs is
urgent if we are to move forward rather ths, backwards in 1987.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement follows:]

342



338

STATEMENT OF JUDITH GUERON, PRESIDENT, MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION (MDRC)

Oood morning. I as Judith Oueron, President of the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Nosesroh Corporation (MDRC). I am pleased to have this opportunity to
share with you some of the 1 tags from our five-year, multi-state evalua-
tion of state work/welfare initiatives, and to discuss their implications
for the current debate on welfare reform.

In addressing you today, I am struck by the crescendo of support for
making work and training the core of any welfare reform effort. Only last
weak, in testifying before the Subcommittee on Social Security and Foully
Policy of the knits Finance Committee, I felt it vas critical to remind
the Committee not to overlook the positive lessons on welfare employment
programs in seeking to meet broader geel of welfare reform. Today, with
the oonsensu on work Programs so resourr'14, I would like instead to begin
with a warning that we be sure to use lessons of the pest to inform
whet we construct for the future. These lessons Suggest that we not
overpromise, that ve be sure that the fur'ing matches the rhetoric, and
that we reoognize that the success of any effort to reduce the welfare
rolls will depend on the health of the econmmy and the broader work
incentives facing welfare recipients.

Behind the proposals of the N.''op.1 Onvernors' Association, various
study groups, the Administration's OROV program, and a number of
legislative proposals is a consensus concerning the responsibility of
parents to support choir children, end the responsibility of government to
help poor and welfare-dependent parents achieve solf-sufficienoy. While
the details differ, the more comprehensive proposals call for strengthening
the enforcement of child support, establishing a national minimum welfare
benefit, extending benefits to two-parent families, and increasing the
income of the working poor.

While the cost and feasibility of these approaches is still being de-
buted, there is COMM oore in most of the pre 'sale about which we do
have solid information gained from several yearn ' careful testing. This
can best be called a -edefinition of the socie itrot, whereby welfare
progress such as Aid to Families with Modem' asildren (AFDC) would be
changed from a broad entitlement to a rciproc-- obligation between citizen
and state. My remarks today are limited to this piece of the welfare
reform debate: the work/velfsre connection.

Since Congress opened the doors to experimentation in 1981, states
have tasted a number of ways to revise the terms of the AFDC "bargain" and
the administrative structure of the Uork Incentive (WIN) Program. Because

resouro s were very limited, the changes were relatively modest in scale
and dealt% but they moved in the direction of establishing a reciprocal
obligation where, to receive benefits, people would have to search for
work, participate in training programs, or accept s *workfare" (work -
for -benefits) position. In return, the state would provide the sevices
and supports necessary to all-w participation. The programs were
mandatory: welfare benefits could be reduced for failure to partiolpe:e.

JidrisISSIOD

Since 1982, MAC has boon working with eight states to carefully study
their new work initiatives. This project did not evaluate s centrally
developed and funded reform proposal, but rather programs designed at the
state level. To ensure that the project produced findings of national
relevance, WIC studied states that are broadly representative of national
variations in local conditions, administrative arrshgaments, and AFDC

benefit levels. Final results are available on prom -sea serving the urban

centers of San Diego and Baltimore, and programs 'penning large

multi-county including both rural and urban Arkansas, Virginia, and
West Virginia. At its conclusion, the demonstration will also include full
evAlustions of progress in Chicago, Ns 'ersey, and Maine.
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The population studied is primarily female heads of households who
qualify for AFDC, the nation,s largest cash assistance welfare program. In
most oases, only mothers with school-ego children about one-third of the

caseload -- were targeted for participation. In two states, the study also
included male Participants in AFDC-0, the welfare program for unemployed
heads of two-Parma families. In some eases, programa were tested

statewide; in others, they were limited to partioular cities or counties.

The states used variety of strategies to link welfare to work. The

most oommon lotted wee job search, either by itself or in cabinstion with

workfare. In a few states., limited education and training opportunities

were elan pert of the program. Overall, these were relatively low -coat,

short -term interventions. group job searoh typically lasted from two to
four weeks, and work experience lasted 13 weeks.

Bach state's program represented a particular mix of services and s

certain degree of obligation. The reser:rob oddments the feasibility and
effectiveness of the combination of saelatenme and requirements, and does
not separately examine whioh of the drowse responsible for program achieve-

ments.

HNC measured the mamas of these programs in terms of .impecte.
Individuals in the study sample were randomly assigned to two groups.
Thom in the experimental group were required to participate in the pro-
gram; those in the control group could mot. After a follow-up period, the
earnings, employment, and welfare receipt of the experiments's were me-
per d to those of the controls. The experimental group demonstrates the
effort of the program upon employment and welfare patterns, and the control
group represents the patterns that would 000ur without a program. The dif-

ferences between the two are the program impacts.

ZindlogaleglinalonaaBLOBILImme
The findings of these careful studies provide a heals for active in

1087. They show that:

First, it is feasible to require work-related obligations as
condition of welfare reoeipt.

On the whole, the states and localities were etwoesaful in getting a
substantial portion of the eligible AFDC cemeloed to Participate in the
required sotivities. This Is a precondition for NOM= and refleote

notable ohange in institutions and attitudes. It is particularly striking

when oempered to the partioipation record of the pre-1981 VIP program,
which was unable to establish meaningful wort-related obligations for
recipients.

However, one should not exaggerate the intensity or mope of this

obligation. Activities were limited and meerlly abort-tera, reflecting
gouts funding constraints. Average costs per enrollee relying from $165 in

Arkansas to $1,050 in Baltimore. If the programs are extended to other

areas of the state or parts of the AFDC ceseloe -- or if the typical
obligation is mode more intensive, for example with extensive education
component. or long-tam Participation obligation. -- mars funding will be

needed if state. are to avoid the pre-1981 VIP PPronoh of formal

registration requirements and little reel progremmatio content.

&mond, the majority of participants reaprided favorably to
their workfare assignments, and their supervisors oonsidered

their work to be valualae.

Workfare jobs were usually entry-level positions in maintenance or
clerical wort, park servile, or human service,. While the positions did
not generally develop skills, they were not as '-work either. Supervisors

judged the work Lenart:int, and indicated that participants' productivity
and attendance were similar to those of most entry-level workers.
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Among perticipents, large proportion responded positively to the
work assignment. They were satisfied with the Positions and liked cooing
to work, believed they were making 3 useful contribution, and indicated
that they thought a work requirement was fair. nevertheless, sany pertio -
Inlets believed that their ',employer benefited from the program more than
they did, or that they were underpaid for their work. In brief, they would
have preferred a paid Job.

Third, the work/welfare initiatives increased employment and

earning, and reduced welfare costs.

The results of the study dispel the notion that employment and train-
ing interventions do not work. In all stater. -- with the intention of the
very special conditions in West Virginia -- we found that work/welfare
program' increased the employment and lernint" or moon on AFDC.

The percentage of esperimentals who held unsubsidised jobs during the
study period was greater overall. than the percentage of oontrola with Jobs.
The program improved th' ?n;eoymont of people on welfare in four of the
flee states for which se have final results. For example, in neryland, 51%
of experimentals wee. employed at some time during the 12-month study pe-
riod, compered Ve only 44% of oontrol an employment difference of 7
percentage point.. In Mon Diego, the employment rate of experimental' mar
15 months was 6 parentage points higher than that of controls (61% com-
pared to 556). This is 10% reprovement.

As a result, the average earnings of ospirriesntels were also higher
than those of the oontrol group. AOrOe the four staters, average earnings
increased from between 8 and 37 percent. For example, during the 15-month
follow-up period in San Diego, the revenge total earnings per experimental

(including non -earners as well re loners) were on the referees $700 higher
than the $3,100 earned on average by the oontrola. This is a 231 increase
overall.

The MAC results suggest two exceptions to this overall positive
picture. First, the pure workfare program in the stet* of West Virginia
did not load to Increased employment end earnings. The rural nurture of the
state, and its high unemployment severely limited job opportunities.
Sword, the gains in employment and comings were not shared by rsels1ents
of AFDC-0, the welfare program usually involving the male partners from
unemployed, two-parent households. nevertheless, the work/welfare program
was still cost- effective among this portion of the target population.

The results also point team to increase the effeotiveness of
work/welfare programs. The findings show that the most employable people
-- new applicants for welfare who have recently 'torte -- do not gain much,
if at all, fro' the relatively low -Dolt programs that basically teach them
what they already know. With no pertioulr program assistance, many of
then women usually stay on welfare ally relatively briefly. In °entreat,
the next group -- women applying for welfare without recent work experience

-- can benefit wobeterntisilY rice support snd aistnee. While more of
these women remain on welfare after participating in a work program, their
employment retail Isere's' by substantial amount'. Finally, v17 initial
indications are that the relatively Inexpensive progress studied so far say
not be ffeotior for the smell group of welfare recipients who have been on
the rolls for years and have very United skills and work experience. To
succeed with this group, we may have to invest more.

Turning to the affect on welfare dependency, 11 these programs
produced welfare saving" that were smaller than the earnings increases.
For ezerple, in 3en Diego, the average savings over 18 months vac $288,
reflecting an Of decline over the average $3700 received by controls. In
Virginia, there were ge savings of gall per experimental, a A% dIffir -
*hoe from control benefit'. In the thrive states with some welfare savings,
these ranged from 4% to 11%.

Fourth, II, program benefit' outweighed costs, for both
participants end the state snd federal government.
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The work/welfare initiatives oast WNW/ upfront, but in general the

investment paid off in future budget *swings In less than five years (and
sometimes substantially leas). In addition, program participents usually
benefited from the programs, vino* their earnings gains exceeded reGuctions
in welfare benefits and losses in other transfer payments such as Medicaid

and Food Stamps.

Moreover, the research produoed some unusual findings on the

distribution of benefits across federal, state, and county budgets. In San

Diego, for example, the federal government bore more than half of the coats

and enjoyed the greatest net *swims. This finding provides a rationale

for oontinued, substantial federal Support for such program. bed there

been no federal funds -- or had there been substantially less -- the state

and county would have had no financial incentive to run these

cost - effective programs.

Together, these results suggest that work/welfare initiatives can make
consistent and measurable improvements in people's lives. Multiplied by

large numbers of people and over a long period of time, those relatively
modest improvements take on considerable policy significance. However, the

programs have not so far led to moor reductions in poverty or dependency:
this is not a quick fix for poverty or a abort-out to balenoing the budget.
This should oome as no surprise, given the lir ..ed funding available, the
nature of the programs, the often poor labor markets in which they were
implemented, the diversity of the AFDC population and the rare and
seriousness of the obsteoles they fat*.

In assessing these findings in the context of the current proposals,
it is Important to recognize what remains unanswered. An Important open

question is whether more costly, comprehensive programs -- for example,

providing more extensive, remedial education or longer, ongoing

pertioipstion obligations -- would have greater impects.

Another open question IS whether these Pr/grass could be extended to a

greater share of the caseload without compromising quality, reducing

average impact or cost - effectiveness, encountering political or administra-
tive resistance, or raising broader issues of in- or post- program displace-

ment. in particular, we know very little about the extension of work re-
quirementa to women with pre-school children. For these mason, program
costs -- especially those for child oars -- would be higher, and program f-

fectiveness remains uncertain. Clearly the evidence of long-term

dependency for young, never-married mothers suggests the irportanc of
addressing the effectiveness of amylase for this group.

Fifth, a nosber of quite different ways of structuring and
designing these programs will yield effective results.

Overall, the results do not point to a uniform program structure that

merits national replication. Instead, OM of the notable characteristics
of these state welfare initiatives is their diversity -- in population
served, local oondi,'ons, and program design. A key explanation for the
successful implementation of these initiatives say indeed be that states
were given an opportunity to experiment and felt more ownership in the pro-

grams than they did in the earlier WIN program, which was ohoracterisod by
highly prescriptive central direction.

arjapajorZeogeamlIgaIgp

As Congress moves to translate the growing consensus on work into
specific reform, consideration should be given to other lessons that eserge

from MDIC's findings: lessons about the relationship between funding .nd
program scale, targeting and performance standards.

GSnaiginglinimaia

Firs, it is important that the expectations about what Program can

achieve oe consistent with the level of funding it receives. It should be

recognised at the outset that is funding is Halted, choice must be made
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between prairie* which are large scale but ltaiteo ..- their range of
aotivities, end Progralts which offer intensive or compriehe...ive treatment
to a smaller proportion of the caseload.

States cannot be expected both to intensify their efforts to improve
the employability of their welfare population and to increase the lumber of
PeOP'e served, unless more money is put into the system. If footing does
not increase substantially, despite the new rhetoric on more opportunity
and more obligation, states will be forced to operate programa that either
limit the number of people they serve, or limit the services they provide.
In either case, the outcomes are likely to disappoint those no expect
welfare employment programs to Polve the welfare problem.

hoed with the opportunity to overhaul the welfare emp'oyment system,
policy-makers should take care not to replay the WIN -.penance of the
1970s and foster ambitious expectations tint are not supported with ade-
quate funding. WIN also wee intended to require all adult MC recipients
with school -age children to participate in training or job searoh, and to
accept employment offers. In fsot, it was never adequately funded or
staffed to enforce these requirements, and the work obligation existed on
paper only. The arithmetic of adore of the currant proposals suggests we
may be repeating this story.

While °haws in attitude and performance suggest that we can do
better now, additional resources will be necessary to transform this
potential into reality.

LeatAbarioungtachaEaLkaa
Second, the cost-benefit studies in MD1C's work/welfare demonstration

also provide insights into the cost - sharing relationship between the
federal government and the states in welfare employment programs. The
findings highlight the importance of continued federal support to encourage
states to undertake work programs that may ultisatalY prove cost-effective
but in whioh the bulk of the savings accrue to the federal government.
Moreover, increasing the required state notch say prevent poorer states
from introducing programs which entail large initial outlays of cash.
States which are not able to make up the difference if the current 90/10
'matching arrangement were changed to a 50/50 match could wind up with
smaller welfare employment budgets their they currently have.

largatingantLisrlarmumslisatkila

Third, care also needs to be taken to ensure that program funds are
not misspent by targeting services to the pert of the caseload that is
least in need of insistence. The moat employable welfare group usually
stays on welfare only briefly. It is important that performance standards
not encourage program operators to serve this group to the exclusion of the
more disadvantaged members of the caseload. Performance atesures that
pleat emphasis on achieving high rates of job placements st low costs, for
example, are likely to have oniony that effect. Such a strategy may amass
impressive performance statistics. but it concentrates limited resources on
the people who can probably get off welfare without thee and limits the
assistance available to those who can most benefit from it.

harciatmaituaLrassirthinaiiilisacue
Finally, the persistence of dependency and the limited magnitude of

the employment and earnings gains in the programs evaluated by MDNC provide

rationale for states to offer more intensive services to move recipients
into jobs and off the welfare rolls. A number of states are already doing
so, in part by relying on the large-scale coordination of existing service
delivery systems. These programs should be carefully tested. While there
is some research evidence to show that such approaches can be effective, it
is still unclear whether larger investments in education and training have
a larger payoff and which segments of the welfare population can benefit
the most from such approaches. An ongoing evaluation of the new GAIN
(Greater Avenues for Independence) Program in California should provide
scale of the answers. There is also such to be learned but the resources
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of time, money, and staffing necessary to plan, coordinate and monitor such

large-scale progress.

Lgris.lolsta

The relatively modest achievements of the first wave of welfare employ-
ment programs under CORA and the cautions expressed here should not deter
you from translating the new oonsensua on work into action. On the
contrary, I would urge you to use the findings as a foundation on which to
construct a new welfare employment irystem whloh Can avoid some of the
mistakes of the past and push irto new areas. Moot importantly, I would
remind you that funding for the VIM Program expires in June and that

action on welfare employment progress is urgent it we are to move forwards
rather than backward* in 1987. While the leasons of the past tell us that
work programs cannot by themselves solve the poverty problem, they are

important stepping *tones -- or building blocks -- on the route to

self-sufficiency.
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Mr. PEASE. Ms. Gueron, thank you very much. That is excellent
testimony, well presented.

Next we will go to Waiter Speckman.

TESTIMONY OF WALTER J. SPECKMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WELD COUNTY, COLORADO, DIVISION OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. SPECKMAN. Thank you, sir. It is a pleasure to be here, and I
appreciate the opportunity.

Mr. Ps Ass. You're the one in the trenches. You are actually run-
ning one of these county welfare departments; is that right?

Mr. SPECKMAN. That is not the welfare office, but the employ-
ment program that runs the welfare piece of that work for people
in terms of getting them into jobs.

Mr. PEASE. Okay.
Mr. SPECKMAN. I am Walt Speckman, from Weld County, which

is a small county north of Denver, Colo. We have been involved in
this kind of program activity there since 1979. It was started under
a demonstration project in the Carter administration. We divert
people from the welfare system by finding them employment op-
portunities as an alternative to welfare, and we have worked with
applicants and recipients to our system in that format since about
1981. We work with families whose youngest child can be as young
as 6 months, and we do it all the time, and we have good success
with them. It is an interesting program and concept.

What I wanted to talk today aboutand everything about the
program is in the written documentationbut to cut this short,
what I want to talk about today is something a little bit different
than the other folks have been talking about. It is the management
of the system we operate.

I think what happens with these programs, and I think the prob-
lem you find in the communities with people being concerned
about the expenditures on welfare and day care and so forth, ties
an awful lot to how we manage our programs. It is a lot easier for
us to take a failed program out on the client than it is to take the
failed program out on people like me. I would suggest we probably
aren't handling our situation exactly right when things don't work.

Let me just briefly go through my written testimony.
In Weld County we consider management to be the problemnot

the welfare familiesthe management of the programs we have
and how we effectively help those families to employment. Let me
list some of the programs and the different departments they are
in and give you kind of a synopsis of the problem.

The Labor Department runs the jobs service under Wagner-
Peyser Act, the Job Training Partnership Act, and the WIN pro-
gram, or half of the WIN program. Health and Human Services
runs the community 'work experience program or a jobs search,
work supplementation, the other half of the WIN program. With
HUD, we have the self-sufficiency project with the Department of
Education, we have the Carl Perkins vocational education, and so
forth.

The problem becomes one of when somebody at the Federal level
wants to find out why we didn't get any of those people jobs, good
jobs, you have to talk to 48 people and after you get done, you're

349



345

totally convinced it wasn't any of them, so it in; -_at be ,!..e client.
[Laughter.]

Now, this system is also worked that way at the State level. All
these departments have begot departments just like them on a
smaller basis at the State level. So, if you are a Governor or a
member of the legislature there, you get into this conversation and
you're maybe bilking to 20 people now, but you've got the same
problem.

It goes all the way down to the local level. You have the same
diversity of programs So, moat of our welfare recipients who are
trying to get jobs, the first hurdle they have to face is applying in
58 different places to get basically the same services that are all,
because of funding, very limited in nature and exactly the same
rather than putting all the funding together and having something
that is a little more substantive in terms of helping folks with their
problems.

I think that is an important piece to realize. What we have to do
is tie authority to an individual or to a department or something
that pulls the Federal, State, and local levels and the responsibility
of that individual to establish some goals, some productivity meas-
ures that are easily measured, and then measure them on a month-
ly basis to see how they did I think the employment systemsand
I think the diverse employment systemsare not going to do a
very good job on the empl i s ent side of finding jobs and getting
the clients we are talking ut today into those jobs. I think it is
important to realize that up front in terms of expectations.

If that system isn't going to be set up in some way where it is
accountable, I think we could be, with all best intentions, working
ourselves into a dead end where if we can't get these people into
the labor market at the far end, we are going to be in trouble. That
is a system problem more than it is a problem with the folks we're
working with.

I think in Weld County we have identified clearly that they want
to work, they're capable of work, they will do a good job, and they
will work well with the employer if we just get some of the hurdles
out of the way so they can get there.

Let me skip through to my recommendations just real quickly.
We are suggesting that at the Federal level and on through, that
somebody be put in charge, and we think it clearly, at the Federal
level or the employment side of this discussion, should be the De-
partment of Labor, not without restrictions and goals and measur-
eaole kind of things, but you don't want every department of the
Federal Government out developing jobs for the same clients.

The same thing should happen at the State and local levels. That
is the essence of having those departments try to have that happen
below them. They certainly have been able to get a system that
lcoks just like them now. Maybe if they changed, we could have
one through the State and local levels that is changed as well.

The second is that the programs that have to do with the sup-
portive service nature of welfare work should all be housed in one
location as well. Health and Human Services seems the obvious
place to put that for coordinating those things.

The third recommendation that I have is talking about a system
that is already in existence that works fairly well. That is the 1115
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waiver process that Health and Human Services and Social Securi-
ty operate to allow flexibility for States to experiment with differ-
ent programs and different ways of doing business in terms of help-
ing welfare recipients to get meaningful employment.

In whole, the process is good, but it needs some changes. It is set
up as a research and demonstration model. So after a period of
timeand three years is as long as they goif you have found
something that works, it dies or you have to put together that
looks so much like it it's embarrassing and find you're doing an-
other research studyit's a way to have another research study
done of the thing that you did f the last three years. Weld
County is in that process right now.

We think there ought to be some way to institutionalize things
that the Federal Government and the State government and the
local governments all agree seem to be working. At this point in
time there is no method to do that, and hopefully, the reform effort
will address that in some way because I think we have got an
awful lot to learn in this field. I think we have come a long, long
way, but I think the need to do research will go on, and when we
find things that work, we have to have a method to keep using
them.

I think those are the things that I wanted to cover.
One quick story on Mr. Ford's question about AFDCU. Colorado

is a State that just got out of the AFDC-UP program a couple of
years ago. It was very interesting. The bill was in the legislature
and was sailing through to basically kill the program. The concerns
were money and case load and fraud and abuse and et cetera. The
commissioners in Weld County, who are from a conservative
county and on a bipartisan basis are as conservative group as you
will find in Colorado or maybe anywhereand I think they would
stand here and say that toowrote a letter to the Governor saying,
"Veto that. You want to keep the AFDC program. The problem is
not the program. The problem is the way Colorado manages the
program."

Well, of course, the Governor went ahead and signed the bill,
and the program was dead. But I think that if the program is man-
aged well, you don't face the issues in terms of is this waste, fraud,
abuse, costing too much and so forth. At the time our county had
been working with our program for a long time, there were 15
households on the two-parent household program, down from a
high of the year before of 115 households. Our commissioners
would argue that those 15 households deserve and need to be on
that program at that point in time. The rest of the State had case
loads that were much larger, and therefore their commissioners
were saying just the reverse, "Let's get away from this thing."

Management rally is the key issue in this thing, and if we are
going to meet expectations and take this challenge and do some se-
rious work with ::., I think we have to set ourselves up structurally
so we can do a decent job in the first place.

Thank you, sir.
[The prepared statement follows:)
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Submitted by:

Walter J. Speck an. Executive Director
Meld County Division of Human Resources

P.O. Box 1805
Greeley, Colorado
(303) 353-0540

Employment and Training Programs
for Welfare Applicants and Recipients

Executive S&

Weld County has seen the increasing welfare caseloads as a management
problem and, on a secondary basis. as an economic/social problem.

A. Management Problems

The goal to correct management problems is to focus available
resources in an efficient and effective manner on the identified
problems. i.e., oviMegwefareTriaTaptts and recipients to
employment.

1. Federal Management Effort

Currentl; the federal government provides a number of programs to
assist potential employees to find employment. Some are targeted
specifically to welfare clients and others have a broader target
population. A list of the more prominent efforts is as follows:

Department of Labor

Department of labor

Department of Labor

and Health end Human

Services

ram

Job Service under the Wapner Peyser Act

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Work Incentive Program (WIN)

United States Deport-

ment of Agriculture Food Stamp Job Search

Health and Posen

Services

health and Human

Services

Wealth and W
Services

Itousin; and Urban

Develop ..t

Department of

Education

74-993 0 87 - 12

Community Work Eaperience Program

IV-A Job Search

Work Supplementation

HUD Self Sufficiency

Carl Firkins Vocational Education Programs
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The problem here is not the multitude of programs, for each has a
role and provides resources to accomplish the same activities.
The problem is the management of these programs and resources.

At the federal level these programs are run by a number of
departments with their respective program staff. Thus, the
national ability to target on any group or situation is
lost. Having different departments operate separate
programs results in a multitude of staff at the federal level.

The sta4:.1 are in essence forced by the federal departments to
keep similar programs and services separate at the state level.
This prevents management and policy decisions that would make
better use of resources.

As the ever smaller amount of dollars are passed through to the
local level (county and city governments), both the state and
federal bureaucracy press for separate local programs to justify
their state and federal structures.

As the programs reach the locally elected officials, the funds
have been substantially reduced by the administrative overhead
and staff costs required by federal and state departments. The
control and management of the funds have been split between
different departments, agencies, and layers of government.

Given the current method of management, elected officials at the
federal, state, and local levels, in concert or not, will find
their best efforts to drive a policy, for obtainment of employment

for welfare applicants and recipients inefficient and ineffective.

Authority with responsibility, which is good basic management, has
been structurally removed by the multiple authority provided to
departments. It results in departments not having to accept
responsibility for overall performance.

The federal government through the Department of Health and Human
Services and the Social Security Administration maintains the rules
that govern what can and cannot be done within the welfare system
in the 'welfare to work" effort. Federally, the Department of
Labor maintains the rules and responsibilities for putting the
unemploymed and economically disadvantaged to work. This includes
putting the welfare applicant and recipient to work.

Currently, the Health and Hump' Services Department is confusing
its role with that of the Department of Labor in the management and
operation of employment and training programs. This confusion in
roles is a management problem brought about by separate departments
trying to accomplish the same goal. The Department of Labor needs
to have the sole authority and responsibility to manage programs to
meet the goal.
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* Recommendation fl:

At all levels of government, give one department director the
authority to manage these programs and the responsibility to
meet the goals established by the elected officials who
supervise or are responsible for the department director. The

Secretary of the Department of Labor should be given the
authority to manage these programs at the national level.

The results will be:

(1) more resources intended for clients will actually reach
them.

(2) improved performance (moving welfare clients to self
sufficiency via employment) due to the responsibility
being fixed on one director and department.

2. State and Local Management Effort

Through the assistance of the federal government, the focus to
improve the management of resources and programs for the benefit
of the welfare applicant and recipient should eAtend to state and

local governments. The problems discussed under the federal
level, need to be resolved as well at the state ano ;.:411 levels.

* Recommendation 12:

The Federal Government should encourage the State and Local
Governments to organize their administrative structure with
single departments given (1) the authority and
responsibility over all the employment efforts and (21 the
authority and responsibility over all the social
services/support programs, i.e., welfare, medicaid, Day Care
programs.

This would allow Federal. State, and Local Governments to
establish performance standards and monitor the specific
entities who have the authority and responsibility to meet

the standards.

B. Assisting the 'Welfare to Mork' Effort

A process currently exists within the federal government which can
encourage better management through the creative use of program
resources and can help support one national department to
accomplish the goal of obtaining employment for the welfare

applicant and recipient. This process is the eleven-fifteen (1115)

waiver process under the Social Security Act.

Changes to present programs and laws can be accomplished through a
combination of federal statute and regulations, as well as, through

the 1115 waiver process. This process can result in state and
federal statute and regulation changes that will provide creative
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and more efficient use of resources. Barriers to combine or merge
structures, resources, and procedures can be eliminated and a better
managed system can emerge. At the same time, this system maintains
and should continue to maintain the protection of individual rights
under law. In whole, the process is good but requires changes.

The 1115 process needs modification to work more closely with
employment programs to reach work goals for the welfare applicant
and recipient. The 1115 waiver process allows states to, within
federal statute, change the rules of the welfare system to
experiment and hopefully find better ways to perform the various
programs under Health and Human Services, as well as, Social
Security. This is an especially critical tool for the welfare and
work effort. Some of the problems with the 1115 process that need
attention are:

I. The Ame to process and approve the 1115 requests must be
shortened.

2. The 1115 experiments are only for 3 years, with no process
to institutionaliz, approaches that are successful. These 1115
experiments should be institutionalized.

3. The research requirements surrounding the 1115 process can
limit program options and should be changed to eliminate this
barrier.

4. States are limited in the number of creative options they can
design, i.e., onl, three (3) waiver; through the 1115 process
per state. The limit should be expanded.

The process should be supportive of the attempts of the
Department of Labor in order to meet the goal of employment for
welfare applicants and recipients.

* Recommendation f3:

Establish a new process by which states and substate regions can,
within federal statutes, experiment with ways to move welfare
applicants and recipients into employment and self sufficiency.
The Department of Health and Human Services and Social Security
Administration should approve these experiments in advance;
monitor, with the states, their successes and failures; and
adjust the experiment to assure success. At the end of the
experiment, the state, with federal approval and assistance,
should have the right to institutionalize the components of the
experiment that have been successful.

IN this way, Health and Human Services and Social Security

Administration can assist the Department of Labor's efforts to
move welfare clients to jobs ard still maintain the role of
protecting the individual rights under the law.
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Narrative Text

The Narrative Text outlines the description of the methods used by Weld
County to integrate programs; a summary of the relationship of major
employment, training, and supportive services programs to be offered in
Weld County; statistical summary of Aid to Families of Dependent
Children (AFDC) in the State of Colorado; results of the Welfare
Diversion Program in Weld County; and the history of the Welfare

Diversion Program.

A. Description of the Methods Used by Weld County to Integrate Programs

The Weld County Commissioners and the Weld County Private Industry
Council were concerned with the rising caseload of Aid to Families
of Dependent Children (AFDC) and its associated rising cost to the

county.

Employment, training, and social service systems were inflexible,
worked independently from one another, and were not very responsive

to the needs of the county. These systems supported independent
programs (staff, administration, and services) that resulted in
duplicate efforts and a failure to focus funds to the applicant

and recipient of welfare.

The Weld County Commissioners and the Weld County Private Industry
Council began to identify what existed in programs and services;
sought input at the national, state, and local level; and identified
problems and solutions in putting the applicant and recipient of
welfare to work.

The process and decisions that Weld County had to undertake were:

1. Planning Process

The first step was to identify who should be included in the
'lanning process with the Weld County Commissioners and the Weld

Aunty Private Industry Council.

Those included were representatives from the state and local
levels of the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment, the
Colorado Department of Social Services, and the Governor's Job

fraining Office. At the local level, representatives from
county-operated programs were included from the Weld County
Department of Social Services and the Weld County Department of
Human Resources/Employment Services of Weld County.

A plan was developed. The programs and activities were to be
merged under one single delivery system, which would be operated

,rough the Weld County Commissioners. Specifically, the
operation of the employment and training systems would be under
one local administrator through the Weld County Division of
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Human Resources/Employment Services of Weld Co-nty. The support
services system would be under the Weld County Department of
Social Services in close coordination with the Weld County
Division of Human Resources /Employment Services of Weld County.

The outcome of a single delivery system would be a total system
that would focus on assisting the welfare applicant and
recipient in seeking and obtaining unsubsidized employment.

2. County Negotiations

The Weld County Commissioners and the Weld County Private
Industry Council met with state agency director. and negotiated
contracts, agreements, waivers, or plan., that would support the
Weld County Commissioners being the administrator for all
irograms and services. This was necessary to transfer the
administration of the state-run program to county-run programs,
to alter staffing needs and to change how resources would be
spent within the county.

This process required the support of the political community,
and the national administration in the negotiation, law change,
and waiver request submittals on Lehalf of Weld County.

B. Relationship with other Programs and Agencies

The types of relationships with other programs and agencies are de-
scribed below:

I. WIanteIorkIncentivePraaforkSu.j.lementationr
'ie

Program (WIN) and the Work Supplementation Progra.r. More
effective diversion of applicants can be accomplished with the
Welfare Oimsion Program and other programs as outlined in the
Employment Services Plan. No state or local operator will
operate these programs and compete with te Weld County
programs.

2. Community Work Experience Program: Weld County has requested
waivers under this progra4 so may be operated with recipients
of AFDC in a training/classrc -mponent. The program would be
operated by the Employment Se. ' ss of Weld County.

3. Job Service Center: The Job 'ice Center is a program
administered ar4 operated by the umployment Services of Weld
County.

4. Job Training Partnership Act: The JO- Training ' artnership Act
is a program administered and operatea by the E oloyment
Services of Weld County.

5. Food Stamp Job Search Program: The categorization of food stamp
participants is made t the Weld County Department of Social
Services. The Job Search activities will be accomplished
through the Employment Services of Weld County.
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6. Emlnyment Search (IV -A Job Search`: The categorization of
iiiidatory recipients (with children six years of age and over)

is made by the Weld County Department of Social Services. Weld

County will not provide a mandatory program for applicants. The

employment search activities will be accomplished through the
Employment Services of Weld County. Operations for the Food

Stamp Job Search Program and the Employment Search Program will

be merged whenever possible.

7. HUD Self-Sufficiency: The determination of eligible applicants

and the administration and operation of the program will be
accomplished through the Employment Services of Weld County.

The authorit, for all employment and training of Welfare applicants
and recipients and the responsibility for its operation and
direction rests with the Employment Services of Weld County. The

success for such a program can be measured by watching the
reduction, stability, or increase of the welfare caseload.

C. Results of the Weld County Welfare Diversion Pnm111011,

The offer of a job under the Welfare Diversion Program is a viable
test that eliminates applicants who are not realty available for
work or may have other alternatives besides welfare and choose those
options rather than the job offered through the program.

The most critical test to determine the success of the Welfare
Diversion Program is the reduction in the size of the welfare

4.aba7 .,* The following chart reveals the decrease in Weld County's
AFDC/AFDC-0 :vseload versus the State's increase in caseload. It

should be noted 'hat Weld County unemployment rates have the same or
higher than the St:te unemployment rates since 1980.

Weld Dunty vs. State of Colorado
Comparison7frgbfand 1986 Annual Average Caseloads

1982
Annual Average
AFDC/AFDC -U

Caseload Size

Weld County 1,323

State of Colorado 26,584

1986
Annual Average

AFDC Increase/

Caseload Size Decrease

1,295 (2.16%)

28,316 6.52%

Estimated Total (Federal, State, Local)
Savings for Weld County on a
July 1 to June 31 Fiscal Year

1982 - 1983
1983 - 1984
1984 - 1^85
1985 - lvd6

$1,350,211
1,557,159
1,193,712
950,C;6
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A 1985 University of Colorado at Denver report providing information
on 176 individuals whc entered the Weld County Welfare Diversion
Program prior to June 1985 revealed that they have positive
attitudes regarding the program.

Regarding the mandatory nature of the program, over 86% of the
clients thought it was 'very fair' or *fair' to re dirliT their
participation in the Welfare Diversion Program. clients (83%)
also support the program's purpose and reject the notion that the
program punishes those who apply for welfare.

In addition, sn% of the Oients expressed the opinion that the
Welfare Diversion Program was worthwhile. In summary, the report
states, No matter how the data is broken down. every sub-group of
clii,ts includes a strong majority concluding that the program is
worthwhile.'

D Facts and Figures - Colorado

r.e State of Colorado spends General Fund monies to support 30% of
the direct public assistance aid to persons receiving Aid to
Families of Dependent Children (AFDC). The Federal government
supports 50% of this oublic assistance aid. while local governments
contribute 20%. Currently, in Colorado, the average length of time
that a household receives AFDC is twenty-four (24) months.

The annual unemployment averages and the rate of participation in
the labor force for Weld County and Colorado are described in the
following charts.

Annual Unemployment Average

Veld County % State%

1980 6.9 5.9
1981 6.1 5.5
1982 7.4 7.7
1983 6.6 6.7
1984 6.0 5.6
1985 6.7 5.9
1986 8.0 7.1

Preliminary estimates provides by the
Colorado Department of Labor and Employment

Labor Force Participation Rate
(IMO Census)

Weld County

67.4%

35J

State

62.9%
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E._ History of Welfare Diversion Program

Year Description

1979 Weld County was one (1) of fifteen (15) sites selected
nationally under the Employment Opportunities Pilot
Project. A partnership was formed with the state and
local governments. The Employment Opportunities Pilot
Project (EOPP) was a project to test a specific model that
had as its goal to move welfare recipients into
unsubsidized employment.

1979 State operated Job Services and Work Incentive (WIN)
Programs were merged with the county - operated
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) and the
Employment Opportunities Pilot Project (EOPP). All

programs were to be administered by Weld County.

1981 After much research, development, and testing, the current
Weld County Welfare Diversion Program was structured. The

program began with diverting the head of household of a
two parent public giirsance family (Aid to Families with
Dependent Childrel of Urmmployed Heads of Households).
The program not worked with recipients but also
applicants so tae applicant could be diverted from public
assistance.

1982 Colorado House Bill 1D93 - Welfare Diversion Legislation

The bill granted authority for Colorado counties to
implement an eight week Welfare Diversion Program designed
to provide temporary employment. In addition,

participants would receive training in job seeking and job
holding skills. The legislation also allowed the Welfare
Diversion Program to be financed by the state's share of
the welfare grant in the amount the individual would have
received from public assistance. Weld County was the only
Colorado county that opted to implement the Welfare
Diversion Program.

1982 The Weld County Welfare Diversion Program for single
parents of Aid to Families of Dependent Children (AFDC)

was developed and began operations.

1983 Colorado House Bill 1394 - Weld County Welfare Diversion
Waiver Legislation

The bill expanded the Welfare Diversion Program to include
mandatory participation of single parents who had children
six years of age and over (similar to Work Incentive
Program requirements). The bill also would redirect the

AFDC grant to the Welfare Diversion Program rather than
directly to the participant. This would provide state and
federal financial reimbursement to the county. The bill

would furnish Medicaid for the participants and provide an

evaluation of the program.
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Year Description

1984 The Welfare Diversion Program began operations under
Colorado House Bill 1394 and through federal waivers.

The waivers included:

1. Medicaid (501 Federal and 50% State Shares)
2. Workmen's Compensation (50% Federal and 30% State

Shares)
3. Federal share of the public assistance grant (50%)
4. Mandatory participation of single parents of AFDC who

had children six years of age and over
5. Sanction capability to pr vide for the children's

needs through welfare benefits and exclude the single
parent when the parent refuses a job or to participate
in the Welfare Diversion program as rquired

6. Evaluation of the program

1985 Colorado Senate Bill 25 - Weld County Welfare Diversion
Waiver Legislation

The bill allowed the Welfare Diversion Program to include

mandatory participation of single parents who had children
six months of age and over. The bill required federal
waivers.

1986 The Welfare Diversion Program began operations under
Colorado Senate Bill 25 and through federal waivers.

Waivers included all waivers under House Bill 1394 with
the following modification and additions:

1. Modified the mandatory participation of AFDC single
parents. Mandatory participation was extended to
single parents who had children six (6) months of age
and over.

2. Extended the federal reimbursement (50%) to include
activities that would divert the single parent from
public assistance, including On-the-Job Training or a
combination of programs.

1987 Colorado House Bill 1288 - Job Alternative Program

The bill allowed any Colorado county to apply for federal
waivers to implement a program for single parents under
AFDC.

The bill allowed counties to submit a plan that wouli
outline a county plan to move the AFDC applicant and
recipient to employment. The plan would be submitted to
the ':olorado Department of Social Services in order to:
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Year Description

1. Receive technical assistance in merging/coordinating
employment, training, and social services program

from State Departments.

2. Obtain waivers to operate the plan.

3. Operate a Welfare Diversion Program and obtain waivers
to operate a program similar to the Weld County

program.

4. Submit waivers to operate a Community Mork Experience

Program that would require classroom participation for

the AFDC parent rathei than work experience.

5. Allow counties operating a Work Incentive (WIN)
Program the option to chose which mandatory program
the county would like to have the AFDC single parent

enter first. Currently, counties operating WIN must

register mandatory single parent households In WIN
first, regardless of other options such as the Welfare

Diversion Program.

1987 Colorado Department of Social Services sends waiver
package titled, Colorado Jobs Demonstration Project, to

the federal level.

Waivers included:

1. Waivers to operate a mandatory Welfare Diversion

Program such as Weld County

2. Waivers for the Community Work Experience Program

3. Waivers for the Work Incentive Program

1987 Weld County and other counties submit plans to the
Colorado Department of Social Services under the Job

Alternative Program.

Weld County subedttel a plan to the Colorado Department of

Social Services to continue the operation of a mandatory

Welfare Diversion P.ogram for single parents who have

children six months of age ni over with all the related

waivers. Weld County also submitted a waiver request for

the Ccmanunity Work Experience Program.
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Mr. PEASE. Thank you very much.
Mr. Sklar?

STATEMENT OF MORTON H. SKLAR, CONSULTANT AND FORMER
DIRECTOR, JOBS WATCH

Mr. SKLAR. Thanks very much. Just as the person who testified
before me, my purpose in coming here is to give you a very practi-
cal view about some of the issues that you are going to be confront-
ing in developing welfare reform proposals. That would specifically
be with respect to the evaluation of some of the early findings on
the GAIN, Greater Avenues for Independence program, in Califor-nia.

GAIN is a terrifically important program for Congress to be con-
sidering. One reason is that it embodies so many of the elements
that you are debating right now in terms of welfare reform. We
had a chance to review the GAIN program through the Coalition
on Human Nees:.,, whose director, Susan Rees, testified before youjust a few,minutes ago.

What I was able to see when I reviewed GAIN tells a great deal
about what works and what doesn't work in terms of the welfare
reform proposals that you are considering.

I will try to shorten my testimony as much as possible given the
time limit. I think GAIN deserves a lot more attention than just 5
minutes, but I will be glad to talk with you another time about it.

Mr. PEASE. Sure.
Mr. SicuiR. What GAIN does that is especially important is thatit combines a variety of training initiatives, training approaches, aswell as a fairly comprehensive and stiff work requirement, just as

you are considering doing or other congresspeople are consideringdoing.
It also adds a significant amount of new money at the State level

which indicates an important consideration that Congress is con-cerned about, "Can it work without additional money?" California
is providing some of those l.tinds. It tries to give an important em-phasis to child care, and is attempts to cover the entire recipient
population, something that Judy Gueron just mentioned before asone of the leading qut3tons, "What happens when you try to coverthe entire recipient I Jpulation? Can it be done with good effect,"
whereas so many of the demonstrations are more limited in scope.I will just try to summarize very briefly what we saw in GAIN.The first thing that we saw was that there are some very positive
elements to the program. Ms. Gueron, of MDRC, asked one otherimportant question that relates to that first finding, and that is,
what happens when you provide more emphasis to the remediation
effort. GAIN attempts to do that in a very significant way. Itmakes remediation activities mandatory for all recipients that need
it. All recipients that are tested and those with deficiencies are pro-vided with remediation assistance before ,anything else is done.My review found that in fact Fresno County, which was thecounty that was farthest along in terms of GAIN implementation
at that point, was trying to do a conscientious job of academic re-mediation.
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Another important finding about Fresno County was that they
were emphasizing the more effective, more desirable elements of
work and trammg requirements, and deemphasizing long-term
workfare and fruitless ;oh search. Then emphasis related primarily
to remediation and training.

But at the same timeand this is the important point that I
want to leave you with, if there is time for just one pointeven
with the best intentions, and even with additional State money to
try to make the program work, GAIN in Fresno County was run-
ning into substantial problems in terms of carrying through on
those commitments.

The most serious problem was that even though it had more
State money, it did not have enough resources to do everything it
was trying to do. Remedial education slots that were needed were
substantially more than anybody had bargained for. Seventy per-
cent of those people on welfare rolls were requiring remedial edu-
cation as a result of testing. That was considerably more, maybe 20
or 25 percent more, than GAIN had the resources to provide assist-
ance to.

A second important breakdown was the provision of child care
and supportive services. Despite the new State money, they were
having some significant problems in getting those supportive serv-
ices and child care requirements organized and directed towards
GAIN participants.

Part of the problem, which is a third area of difficulty that I saw,
related to the fact that there were coordination difficulties between
the various agencies involved with GAIN. The Department of
Social Services and the Department of Education were not cooper-
ating in providing these different services. Instead they were fight-
ing about them. The Department of Education was sag "No, we
won't pay for child care. No, we won't pay for remedial

saying, "No,
even

though that was part of the GAIN bargain. Those were some signif-
icant problems.

There were also coordination problems between the State and
local level administrators, sometimes within the same agencies, in
terms of developing testing procedures and other kinds of policies
relating to GAIN implementation.

One result of all these difficulties was that there were substan-
tial backlogs and delays in the processing of recipients. There was
a whole range of reasons for that. But the most important fact was
that things were going much slower than anyone anticipated. That
is an important factor because it suggests some of the implementa-
tion p-oblems that a welfare-to-work program will have to face.

If you put all these things together, what you come up withand
it is my major suggestion and recommendation to you, and it re-
lates to Ms. Guertin 's question about the comprehensive coverage of
all the recipientsis that unless there are substantial amounts of
new money, and I mean many more than the 50 percent increase
that the State of California was providing to GAIN above and
beyond what was available before, unless there is that new money
available- -and it does not seem likely, given the current climate
with the budgetit is not possible to have a comprehensive cover-
age program. You are much more likely to produce good results by
targeting welfare reform efforts to a smaller number of recipients
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either by making it voluntary, or by concentrating efforts on those
that are most in need of service, the longest-term recipients who
would benefit the most by the training.

The necessity of targeting resources and limiting coverage is the
most important finding from GAIN right now at this early stage.

A second principle emerging from the GAIN experience is to aim
at the people who are most in need. I mentioned the fact that in
order to produce the most benefits, you have to deal with the
people who have been on the welfare rolls the longest.

I also would urge you to concentrate on an area that has not
been given enough consideration in these hearings and in the wel-
fare reform debate generally. That is the problem of youth. The
youth area is one that deserves a great deal of special attention.
When we talk about welfare reform, if there is one thing that we
can do to improve the welfare system in a preventive way, it is to
try to keep the youngsters who are likely to find themselves wel-
fare-dependent from reaching that stage. Not enough is being done
in this area at all.

I will point out to you that one of the big breakdowns as far as
that is concerned is the Job Training Partnership Act. I just fin-
ished a review in Virginia, the first statewide review in the Nation
that has been conducted. JTPA is falling down very badly in meet-
ing the needs of at-risk youth. Forty percent of JTPA's funds are
supposed to be geared to youth. But it is not getting to youth in
targeted programs

There are several other principles that I just would touch on in
conclusion since I am running out of time. One is the importance of
concentrating on the most effective remediation and training ap-
proaches, rather than relying on long-term workfare that doesn't
really produce any benefits.

Let me offer you one radical suggestion in conclusion.
Mr. PEASE. We always have time for radical suggestions. [Laugh-

ter.]
Mr. SKLAR. Good. That would be to take the 40 percent JTPA

youth money that now is largely going to waste, from the evalua-
tions that I, Grinker, Walker and other analysts have made, and
fold that money into a new Federal program targeted exclusively
to the training needs of high-risk youth. I think it almost borders
at least on delinquency, probably criminal negligence, that ',lie
United States at this point in time does not have a youth employ-
ment ?rogram. What it does have is the 40 percent money in
summer youth. Summer youth is very limited in what it can do
and what it tries to do. If we take that 40 percent money as a start
from JTPA and try to develop a new youth-targeted program, I
think we would go a long way towards trying to deal with some of
the preventive approaches to welfare reform that deserve to be an
important part of the package that you are developing.

Thanks for this opportunity to testify.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Appreciation is expressed to the Coalition for Human Needs
for permission to prepare and submit this testimony on the operation
of the Fresno County, California GAIN Program, prior to the
issuance of the Coalition's formal evaluation report on Fresno

County's job training programs, expected in late March or early
April of this year.

The Coaltion has been engaged in an assessment of the
adequacy and compact of a variety of federally assisted programs
(including job training, social services, education and communit_
development) in selected states and localities throughout the
bnited States. The emphasis of their analysis is how the snift
from federal administration of these programs to a system of
greater state and local control through blocs grant funding
has affected the delivery i-f assistance.
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The Operation and Impact of the Greater

Avenues for Independence Program (GAIN)

by

Morton H.Nklar

Members of the Committee:

My name is Morton Sklar. As former Director of Jobs Watch, a

public interest project in Washington, D.C., monitoring job training and

welfare-to-work programs nationwide, I have had the opportunity to become

familiar with, and evaluate, a variety of initiatives aimed at helping

the long-term jobless become more employable. This past year I conducted

the nation's first statewide evaluation of the Job Training Partnership

Act (JTPA), covering the State of Virginia. I also have worked closely

in California with the Western Cantor on Law and Poverty on a variety of

job training issues. Last year I assisted them in analyzing the GAIN

legislation when it was first being considered by the State Legisleture,

and testified before the California Legislature on its adoption.

More currently, and of particular interest to this Coumittee, I

recently completed a one-week, on-site assessment of the implementation

of the GAIN program in Fresno County, as part of an effort by the

Coalition for Human Needs to assess the adequacy of federally assisted

3 F1



364

job training programs in that county. Because it is one of the very

first intensive assessments of GAIN, and because it took place in the

county where the program has been in operation for the longest period of

tine, I believe these early observations and findings will be of

particular interest and usefulness to you as you consider options for

reform of the federal welfare program.

Fresno's experiences provide us with a great many invaluable

insights about the kinds of policies and procedures that are most likely

to produce positive results, as well as those that do not appear to be as

successful in achieving the objectives of the GAIN statute, and of

welfare reform more generally. Because GAIN provides us with a model of

how many of the welfare reform approaches that currently are being

recomaended to Congress would work in reality, this early evaluation of

GAIN's operation and impact can be one sans for assisting Congress in

determining the most promising directions to take in developing a

framework for welfaro reform, and for identifying the kinds of issues and

needs that must be addressed if an effective velars -to-vork program is to

be created.

In the brief time that has boon alloted for speakers at this

hearing it is only possible to highlight a few of the most important

observations and issues that emerged from my review of GATN. A more

detailed review of the Fresno GAIN evaluation will bo available when the

Coalition on Human Needs issues its complete report this Spring. A copy

of that report will be made available to this Committee as soon as it

becomes available. In addition, I would be pleased to discuss my

findings and recommendations with you and your staff in more detail at

your request, and hops that there will be other opportunities to work
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with you in helping to promote the kind of effective welfare reform

initiative that we all are seeking.

Among the most important findings that emerged from the review of

the GAIN program in Fresno County are the following:

1. Several Effective Policy Directions are Being Taken.

Fresno is attempting to build on some of the basic principles

embodied in the GAIN legislation in some very positive ways that provide

an excellent model for other counties that are just beginning to organize

their GAIN efforts and to select the policies that will serve as a

framework for their activities. The most important are:

a. A real commitment it. being made to emphasize the

remedial education opportunities mandated in the statute. The GAIN

legislation recognized that chronically unemployed people with serious

literacy problems must be provided remedial education in the basic

academic skills before they can benefit from other kinds of training and

increase their chances of becoming and remaining employed in any

meaningful way. For this reason, the statute mandated that basic skill

remediation assistance be made available to all recipients that need it,

before any other types of training or job search activities were

'squired.

Fresno is taking this mandate seriously, and is attempting to

apply applying it conscienciously. Approximately 50% of new assistance

applicants are being identitied through testing as having serious enough

literacy or English as a second language deficiencies so as to require

remediation assistance. For those already on the assistance rolls the
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proportion of those requiring basic skill remediation is even higher --

approximately 70%. kresno is doing its best to meet this need, although

(as is noted in section 2, on pages 7 and 8 of this testimony) it is

running into some serious barriers that are limiting its 'ability to carry

out the remedial education mandate effectively.

b. Frown° is taking a positive approach by emphasizing

the training of recipients, and minimizing potentially punitive (and

less effective) elements such as long-term job preparation (workfare).

Fresno's commitment to carry through on the GAIN statute's

requirement that remedial w-lcatior be providea to all those who need is

is just one indicate. of C, inty's willingness to elphesize the

traintmo aspects of th _ -m, and avoid those elements, such as long-

term preparation (workfa-e), that tend to be mole punitive. It is

significant in this regard that the v-inty's GAIN plan sets a target

figure of only f % of recipients who are expected to be assigned to

workfare on . 1g-term basis.

Moth.- important indicator of Fresno's intention to make GAIN as

legitimate and effective a training program as possible is their policy

to not terminate the benefit- of any recipient who is unable or unwilling

to participate in the progra-. The sanction of m.ney management for a

limiteC period is imposed on non-compliers. En.. .ne more serious

sanction of termination is substantially downplayed, for the vrry

practical season that the Count), realizes that it has far more recipients

than can be served effectively with the rein, -ces that are currently

available. Consequently, the County would rather target resources to

those who are willing to oarticipate, than waste the time and resources

that would be required to go through the lengthy and complicated
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termination process in order to deal with instances of adament non-

compliance.

Fresno County is not the first jurisdiction administering a

welfare-to-work program that has reached the conclu ion that a more

voluntary approach, e-?hasizing the provision of assistance to those most

able and willing to receive it, is the most producLive course. This same

philosophy is an essential ingredient of the Massachusetts Employment and

Training Choices program. Michigan's Self- Reliance Program takes a

similar approach.

Still open to question, however, is how sympathetic the State GAIN

program administrators, and this Legislature, will be to Fresno's policy

of limiting the imposition of sanctions, and targeting resources on more

willing participants. This approach is certainl, consistant with the

statute's mandate tr concentrate resources on those most i need,

especially where the entire recipient population can not be served as a

practical matter. But it still may be rejected by those who would prefer

to emphasize the mandatory aspect of the prograr, irrespective of the

reality of limited resources. That is an issue that has not yet

presented itself for Fresno County. As it currently stands, their

approach to the mandatory participation requirement serves as a very

useful model to other California counties facing the practical problem of

having to deal with many more recipients than can be effectively served

at the current level of GAIN funding.
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2. Despite Fresno County's Good Intentions and Effective

Policy Approaches, Some Significant Implementation Problems Have

Developed that Seriously Impair the Operation and Potential Value

of the GAIN Program

Despite the positive policy framework that :resno has adopted for

its GAIN program, a number of significant problems have developed that

:seriously reduce the progi-m's effectiveness, and put into question its

ability to_fulfill its goal of improving the job prospects of the welfare

population. Among the most important are:

o Insufficient funds to provide adequate amounts of

promised (and necessary) assistance and services:

o Breakdowns in the provision of critical supportive

services such as child care and other work related

necessities,

o Inadequate job openings for newly trained participants,

win the result that recipients are likely to remain

unemployed and on the assistance rolls, despite

improvements in their job skills and employability;

o Serious problems in the intake and early processi-g

portions of the program that h..ve caused massive

backlogs and damaging delays in the administration of

may program elements: and,

o Major coordination and communication problems between

the state and local officials responsible for handling

dif4arent aspects of the program.
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a. Insufficient resources have been made available to

provide the promised (and necessary) assistance and services.

There are several key indicators that the $10.8 million made

available to Fresno County under GAIN for fiscal 1987 is not adequate to

meet the goal established by the GAIN legislation of having every

employable welfare recipient participate, and receive assistance adequate

and suitable to their level of need. One of the most significant

indicators of this funding shortfall is that a substantially greater

,,roportion of welfare recipients are being found to have basic skill

deficiencies requiring academic remediation than had been assumed to be

the case. GAIN officials initially estimated that up to 50% of

recipients would need remedial education. In fact, ove 70% of those

already receiving welfare (compared to 50% of those newly applying for

aid) have been found to require this assistance. Since remedial

education is one of the more expensive and time-consuming program

elements, this mean' that either there will be a major budgetary

shortfall, or fewer recipients will be able to recieve remedial

assistance than had been anticipated.

GAIN officials in Fresno sought to downplay this probler, claiming

that additional Wits funds would be made available for this purpose as

was required. But other, state officials do not agree that the problem

can be remedied this easily, in view of the legisl..tive limitation that

has been placed on overall state expenses. They point out that the only

way that GA1.4's budgetary allocation can be increased beyond what is

currently planned would be for other programs to be cut, a result that

is not v,.ewed as beirg easy to accomplish.
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knot! indicator of the budgetary inadequacy problem was the

controversy that was taking place between GAIN officials and those of the

State Department of Eaucation. Department of Education officials have

refused to increase their contribution to remedial education activities

under GAIN beyond the amount that would have bean provided to welfare

recipients in any case under existing adult education programs. They

claim that this policy is necessitated by the average daily attendance

(ADA) formula under which they operate. Because of the ADA policy,

additional funds can not be made available until the existing cap, which

is determined by the ADA formula, has been exceeded.

The policy conflict between GAIN and the Department of Education

regarding funding has limited the resources that have been made available

to provide the remedial education services called for under GAIN. It

also has prevented contracting for the provision of such services through

private providers. SER/Jobs for Progrss, for example, one of the

principal employment service providers operating in the Hispanic

community, was told that plans for the inclusion of remedial education

activities in its contract would have to be dropped until the controvery

between GAIN and the Department of Education could be resolved.

Another manifestation of the funding shortfall problem was the claim

made by ono of the major service providers (contractors) under GAIN that

the Department of Social Services faill to request funding in its budget

to cover moments to employers to cover (..n-the-jc_ training assignments.

According to ta:s contractor, planners allocated ft....Cs for the adminis-

trative side of OJT activities, but "somehow forgot to include payments

to employers to cover the OJT salaries o' participants." As a result, he

reported that all OJT assignments under CAIN have nad to 'a put on hold.
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What is most disturbing about the funding difficulties Fresno

County has experienced under GAIN is that for other California counties

trying to operate GAIN programs (and for Fresno County itself in future

years) this problem is likely to become be much worse. co.TN officials in

Fresno were proud of the fact that their 'ast action in getting their

GAIN program plans approved and underway meant that they were able to

obtain a fairly large share of the funds available under GAIN in its

first program year. vresno has been allocated $ 10.8 million of the $ 31

million allocated statewide for fiscal 1987. As more counties begin to

implement GAIN (and many more are now expected to do so than had been

initially planned), the likelihood is that even with higher annual

funding limits for the program s a whole, individual counties, including

Fresno, will b. having to stru.ile with substantially smaller proportions

of the GAIN allocation than Fresno now enjoys. If this is true, the

difficulties that Fresno already is experiencing, under what are probably

the most favorable budgetery circumstances, are likely to become far

worse.

b. Serious bre.friowns in the provision of supportive services

have occurred, in large pa.t because of the funding inadequacy problem.

One of the areas particularly hard hit by the funding shortfall

issue is that of supportive services. The GAIN statute recognized the

vital importance of adequate supportive services in making it possible

for participants to receive necessary training and to be placed in jobs.

Funds were allocated specifically to provide supportive services, and

assurances were given that transportation and other work related expenses

would be provided under GAIN before they were incurred so that they would

not have to be borne by recipients who lacked the resources to make these
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types of payments up front. Unfortunately, the number of instances where

problems relating to supportive services have been encountered by

recipients suggests that these standards were not being *et to the degree

intended by the California Legislature. The primary -tason fcr these

problems appeared to oe the funding shortfall described above. One of

the members of the Fresno Private Industry Council confirmed that, "The

money in GAIN to provide for supportive services is way down from where

it needs to be."

Child care is the area that appears to be particularly hard hit.

Although a substantial amount of funding for general child care needs was

appropriated by the Legislature as part of the GAIN package, welfare

recipient groups and children's advocates point out that the bulk of

these funds are not going to welfare recipients, but to support daycare

needs more generally. Child care advocates fear that the result of this

shortfall will be the approval of many child care arrangements for GAIN

parti:lpents that do not sollet the standards of safety and adequacy that

the Legislature vas trying to assure.

Once again, a conflict between two State agencies appears to be

playing a major part in compounding the funding problem that underlies

the day care issue. One of the legislative staffers involved with the

GAIN program polnted out that the Department of Social Services "failed

to ask the California Legislature for enough rdney to meet child cars

needs under GAIN," in large part because DSS's strategy was to force the

Department of Education to use more of its own child care resources on

GAIN participants." However, the strategy did not work because the

Department of Education was reluctant to displace other youngsters who

were not affected by GAIN from receiving day care assistance.

3 71



373

Outside of the child care area, several other instances were cited

where supportive services were not being adequately provided. Complaints

have been filed with GAIN concerning participants who rave been denied

necessary transportation expenses, and payment* for books and clothing

required by their training assignments. GAIN officials acknowledged that

some problems along these lines did exist, but expressed the view that

most were caused by case workers who did not adequately understand the

new, more liberal supportive services standards that were being applied

under GAIN. They were in the process of organizing training meetings

with case workers to try to ameliorate the problem.

But there were other indications that the problem was sore than

just case worker insensitivity, or lack of awareness of the new CAIN

standards. One case that was cited concerned the refusal to provide a

very small amount (approximately $25) for a minor car repair that wc...ld

have enabled a rural recipient to travel to his training assignment.

It war. augoectcd t*e reas^" for the denial was t)-at State Vzr

officials had set a $450 limit on supportive services for each

participant for their entire time in the program. Facing this limit,

and realizing the extens.ve nature of supportive service needs that were

likely to arise in the future, case workers were ben, very strict in

approving expenses early on for fear of r '.aching the cap too quickly.

Cne GAIN official acknowledged "a reluctance among social workers to

spend it too fast, or to make too many exceptions for special needs."
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c. The unavailability of jobs seriously undermines the ability

of GAIN to improve the employability of participants even after they have

received training.

A major proportion of those interviewed, including at least one

GAIN official, cited job market difficulties in the Fresno area as a

critical factor that limited the ability of the GAIN program to

accomplish its placement objectives. Their nearly universal concern was

that participants, even after becoming become better trained, would be

left with :tie prospect of finding unsubsidised jobs so as to be able

to leave the assistance rolls. The consequence of this problem for the

GAIN program may be that a large proportion of paticipants, despite their

best efforts to become employed, will be relegated to long-term workfare

or job search assignments, with few prospects of job placement.

One GAIN 7cintsd crit thtt, "Even the local rhamber of

Commerce felt that it was not realistic to operate training program/

without an economic and job development component." Another contractor

suggested that "the goal of increasing self-sufficiency is just fine, but

it is just not a viable one for the great bulk of GAIN participants

because of the lack of jobs."

A state offic.al involve:. in GAIN saw the problem as a great deal

more than jest a failed programmatic goal relating to placements. "It is

doing more harm than good," she said, "when you put already chronically

unemployed people in no-win situations where training and work

requirements are imposed for no real purpose. Sending them through GAIN

and keeping than there for long periods under t'iese circumstances makes

3



no sense, and amounts to sore of a punitive exercise than a real effort

to produce positive improvement."

Even Fresno'', GAIN officials acknowledged the seriousness of the

problem. The consolation they offered was that participation in GAIN,

even if it did not produce a job kiacement, would have the secondary

benefit of at least "getting Jong-term welfare recipients out of the

house," and keeping them active with experiences that can help build

self-esteem. While this say be true in tne short run, open-ended, long-

term participation in fruitless job search and/or workfare activities

sight well have just the opposite effect.

Another aspect of the job placement problem that was raised

concerns the disincentive effect of what is called the "100 hour rule."

This rule, established by the federal government, mandates that an entire

family must lose benefits if the primary wage earner works over 100 hours

on a job, even if the amount earned is less than the original grant, and

even if it does not briing the recipient's income up to the poverty

level. The GAIN statute sought to prevent this type of problem by

allowing a recipient to refuse a job that did not at least match the

level of benefits that were being received. E..t the federal rule would

unfortunately supercede the state standard. This policy conflict

presents a potentially serious problem for GAIN, since it threatens to

produce a disincentive for participants to accept employment. It thereby

compounds the difficulty of there being inadequate jobs available to

allow the prompt placement of GAIN participants who have completed their

training.
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d. Serious problems in the intake and ear:y processing

portions of the program have caused massive backlogs and damaging delays.

From the outset, it became apparent to GAIN administrators that

the program would be taking considerably more time to proCess and assign

participants than had been planned or expected. Delays were attributable

to a variety of causes, including:

o the unexpectedly large numbers of participants

requiring remedial education assistance;

o toe length and complexity of the written contractual

agreements that each participant was required to

understand and sign; and,

o a high proportion of no-shows (40%) for the first

interview, each of which required rescheduling and/oi

the beginning of a lengthy conciliation process.

The GAIN intake and assignment process yrs going so slowly that

during my on-site visit contractors were calling GAIN officials daily to

coaplain about the absence of people to process. Many ..:ore on the verge

of having to lay off newly hired staff. One GAIN staffer described the

situation as involving a serious "overestimation Df the number of people

who could be quickly brought into the program, and an underestimation of

the size and importance of the problems that keep them from becoming

employed."

In an effort to move people through the system more quickly, GAIN

staff decided to process a first group of 1000 people who were already on

the welfare rolls, instead of relying exclusively on new applicants, as

had been the practice until that time. But this strategy did not wo-k.

The GAIN staff was shocked to discover that only 100 recipients from this
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group could be immediately assigned to one of the GAIN program components

other than remedial education, because so many (above 70%) had serious

academic deficiencies, or had other problems that delayed or restricted

their participation.

While it is certain.y true that some of these inertial processing

delays can be attributed to the typical kinds of start-up difficulties

that any new program is likely to encounter, the nature and extent of the

problems that have taken place suggest that the causes may be more deeply

rooted in the nature of the GAIN program itself. For example, the

extensive nature of the remedial education problems that are being

encountered indicates that both more time and more resources will have to

be devoted to this area of need.

e. Major coordination and communication problems have arisen

involving the state and local agency officials responsible for GAIN.

Many aspects of the GAIN program involve joint or cooperative

action between two or more state and local agencies. Indeed, one of the

important objectives of the GAIN program vas to facilitate this type of

cooperative activity.

Unfortunately. there have been too many instances where the type

of coordinated approach that is essential for GAIN to operate effectively

has broken down. As was previously noted, the Department of Education

and the Department of Social Services have had major conflicts as to the

amount of funding that each would be devoting to such critical aspects of

the GAIN program as remedial education and child care. One GAIN

contractor caught in the middle of these disputes called the situation a

real "tug of war" between the t agencie..
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Other conflicts and breakdowns in the coordination process were

noted in ay review. One contractor saw a sitution developing where GAIN

and JTPA service providers uere having to "compete for the same

recipients and the same jobs." This was not the only tre.7! where GAIN and

the Job Training Partnership Act were experiencing some conflicts. Tne

City of Los Angeles has filed a formal complaint with the U.S. Department

of Labor alleging that the extensive authority given to county

governments under GAIN threatened compliance with some important federal

standards established under JTPA. One fear was that as more JTPA funds

and activities were brought under the GAIN program, the counties would

impose standards and operational goals not entirely consistant with

JTPA's requirements. One indicator that this concern might be well

founded was the fact that in Fresno, as JTPA funds began to be absorbed

by the GAIN program, the proportion of welfare recipients served under

JTPA were beginning to increase dramatically (St over the course of just

a few months). Although any would argue that thin redistribution in

resources was deoirable, since it shifts more benefits to those with the

greatest need, it nevertheless raises the question, of whether other

groups designated to receive assistance under JTPA may be shortchanged in

the process.

Another area of conflict that was raised related to communication

and coordination difficulties between the state and local levels. The

local office of the Department of Education had prepared their GAIN plans

and budgets based on the assumption that a certain standardized Mot

would be used for mmediation testing purposes. It was only a natter of

weeks before the program was to begin operations that the State

Department informed them that a new test was being prepared that
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presumably would take less time (and therefore less resources) to

administer. The budget was adjusted downward to accomodate the change.

However, the new test took more time to edmin4ster than had been

expected, leaving the local agency with a substantial budget shortfall,

and a considerble distaste for the lack of communication that had taken

place.

While the Department of Education's communication pr .blems are

certainly resolvable, the other conflicts that have taken place between

different agencies in the early implementation phase in Fresno are of a

far more serious nature, and suggest that effective operations will be

hampered until methods to obtain better coordination and cooperation can

be developed.

3 c, 4
74-993 0 - 87 - 13



380

3. Conclusions and Recommendations

One overriding recommendation emerges from the initial e ?eriences

in Fresno County with the GAIN program. All of the operational problems

that are being encountered, especially the funding shortfall, the delays

in implementation that have occurred, and the signifi:antly greater needs

for remedial education and supportive services that are being

experienced, point to one inescapable conclusion:

GAIN activities and assistance, in order to be effective,

must be more carefully targeted by avoiding the temptation of

trying to cover the entire recipient and applicant population,

and by concentrating efforts on those most in need (the longest-

term recipients), who are most likely to benefit from the

provision of remediation and training assistance.

Until additional resources can be allocated to GAIN, until

existi :.g ..00rdination difficulties can be resolved, until an adequate

pool of available jobs for placement can be assured, and until adequate

provisions are made for child care and other supportive services needs,

any attempt to include all of the recipient and applicant population

under GAIN will be foolhardy and potentially counter-productive. Fresno

County GAIN officials, to their credit, essentially acknowledged this

fact by accommodating their program goals to limit the use of long-term

workfare activities, and to restrict the application of sanctions. In

essence, they recognized that given the restrictions they were
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4xperiencing the hest course would be to target resources more carefully,

and to downplay those aspects of the program that could produce punitive

impacts given existing funding and other related limits. They have

r)rrectly concluded that resources spent on fruitless workfare and job

search activities, or on lengthy and costly sanctioning procedures, are

matter devoted to filling some of the existing funding gaps.

This finding and conclusion has very important implications for

Congress as it considers the most effective approaches to ,Rue in

designing a welfare reform package. What is clear from the early GAIN

experiences in California is that:

o the emphasis that California has placed on

remedial education at the very first item of business

for all recipients of assistance is very well founded

and deserves to be emulate,' -- it is perhaps the most

significant job training related need, and the one most

closely tied to future employability;

o it is foolhearty to attempt to reach all recipients

and all applicants unless sufficient additional funds are

made available to provide them with the assistance they need,

and sufficien new job openings are available to those who

become trained; and,

o even uith the best intentions, serious problems with

coordiantion of program efforts and with the provision of

critical supportive services such as child care are likely

to undercut the objectives of bringing part,_ipants into the

program and serving them effectively.

Given these findings, I would urge Congress to develnp a proaram

3



382

of welfare reform that will:

1. Provide sufficient new funding_to make the promises

cf job training and placement a reality.

2. Emphasize voluntary, or at least limited

participation so that resources can be targeted and

concentrated in such a way as to produce meanincful results.

3. Concentrate efforts on those post in need :r

training assistance -- the longer term recipients (or those

new recipients most likely to become so), where the payoff in

terms of improved placement, job holding and income potential

have been shown by reseach to be the greatest.

4. Stress the kinds of welfare to work assistance,

such as remedial education, and dropout and pregnancy prevention

efforts that have been shown to produce the best results in

reducing welfare dependency and improving the potential for

employment, and avoid those types of participation requirements,

such a long-term job search and workfare assignments that have

a such higher potential for punitive appli-ations than for

promoting self-sufficiency.

5. Make adequate provision for child care, health care,

and other supportive services that are vital to allow recipients

to participate in training and to accept employment.

6. Give special attention to the employment needs of

high-risk youth -- those most likely to become school dropouts,

teen parents, juvenile offenders r I chronically unemployed --
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so that the causes of welfare dependency can be treated and

to some degree lessened or prevented before they become so deep-

rooted that they become difficult to reach and cure.

7. Avoid welfare-to-work approaches, such as long-

term job smirch and workfare (in the sense of working off

the value of benefits) that tend to punitive instead of

ccrtributing to the employability of recipients.

8. Encourage diversity and flexibility at the state

and local level, so that the positive types of concepts that

are included in portions of programs such as GAIN in California

ET-Choices in Massachusetts, and Self-Reliance in Michigan

will be encouraged.

Let me present you with might be viewed as a radical suggestion

on how some of what I have just proposed -- particularly the emphasis on

youtn employment needs that I have indicated as being so critical --

might be accomplished. I have just completed the nation's first

comprehensive evaluation of the Job Training Partnership Act that has

been done on a statewide basis. That was done in Virginia, and is being

used as a basis for adopting some major improvements in the State's JTPA

operations. I also have been involved in assessing JTPA in a number of

other states and localities, including Los Angeles, Houston, Portlard

(Maine) and Arizona. My strong impression, which is confirmed by

recently issued national assessments of JTPA conducted by 5rinker, Walker

and other independent evaluators, is that JTPA (by and large) is badly

missing the boat as far as the welfare population is concerned --
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especially for youth, and for the types of youth training that is needed

to prevent young people from becoming welfare dependent.

The main reason for this deficiency is that the great bulk of the

forty percent (40%) of JTPA funds that is targeted to youth needs are not

really serving this purpose very effectively. Instead of being spent in

programs and projects specifically geared to the needs of at-risk youth,

these funds tend to be spent in ways that "mainstream" youth in adult

oriented programs -- an approach that has very limited positive impacts

on the job needs of high-risk youth.

It is rather ironic, and some would say that it borders on

criminal negligence, that we are sitting here today talking about welfare

reform and the need to reduce welfare dependency, when perhaps the most

effective method for doing this is available to us and has not been done.

The U.S. does not have a program at this time to deal with the job and

training needs of unemployed and at-risk youth. That is the sum and

substance of the failure of JTPA to target the 40% of funds mandated for

youth into effective youth training activities. As a result, we are

doing almost nothing on the preventive side to curtail or at least limit

welfare dependency before it occurs.

I would suggest taking the JTPA 40% funds as a start to establish

a new and separate federal youth training policy and program aimed

specifically at providing the types of training that has been shown to

reduce welfare dependency by promoting employability and income

potential. We know what kinds of youth programs will accomplish these

results. But we are not funding then and operating them adequately under

JTPA.
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If we do nothing else, that is the one step that is most likely to

produce improvement in the velars system by reducing dependency.

Thank you fOr providing this opportunity for me to present these

views.
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Mr. PEAsz. Okay. Thank you very much, Mr. Sklar. That washelpful testimony, and as I say, we are glad to have your radicalproposal. It sounds to me a little like the Reagan proposal: get ridof JTPA. And I didn't know they were capable of radical proposals.Mr. SKLAR. Well, I would emphasize that getting rid of JTPA isnot what I am proposing. My idea is not simply to get rid of thefunding for the program, but to use that money in a more effectiveway. I think getting rid of the program, despite its problems,makes no sense unless there is an adequate substitute.Mr. PRASE. Sure.
Okay. Well, I am sorry about the time constraints, but I truly doappreciate the time and effort that all of you have spent to testifybefore us. I think your testimony is excellent, and I would like tocommend our staff for the range of opinions that we have had thismorning. I think that has been especially good.
This will conclude the hearing. We will meet again, I think,sometime next week. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, toreconvene at 9 a.m., Tuesday, March 10, 1987.]
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WELFARE REFORM

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 1987

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMFITEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman Foam. The Ways and Means Subcommittee on Public
Assistance and Unemployment Compensation will come to order.

This morning the subcommittee will take testimony from several
distinguished witnesses, including Colorado State Senator Wayne
Allard and Gerald McEntee, who is the president of the American
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees.

I am also pleased to welcome a panel of witnesses that includes
Catholic Charities USA, the Children's Defense Fund, and the Coa-
lition of California Welfare Rights Organizations.

I look forward to the testimony as a part of our continuing series
of hearings on welfare reform. It is the intent of this subcommittee
to continue the hearings and hear from witnesses on this critical
issue. Hopefully, the subcommittee can start in the near future a
markup session and drafting the final welfare reform package.

Again, I would like to welcome the panelists, before this subcom-
mittee today and would like to see whether the ranking member of
the committee, Mr. Brown, would have any opening remarks.

If not, we will call our first witness. Our first witness has not ar-
rived yet. I think his flight might be late. So, we are very delighted
to call up at this time Gerald McEntee, who is the president of the
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees,
and welcome you to the subcommittee.

You have appeared here before. We are very delighted to have
you, and we loorfaoirtard to hearing from you in the testimony.

STATEMENT OF GERALD W. McENTEE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY & MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES
(AFSCME), ACCOMPANIED BY NANINE MEIKLEJOHN

Mr. McENTEE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee, and also to my right here is Nanine Meiklejohn of our
legislative staff. It is our pleasure to be with you.

I am pleased to appear here today on behalf of AFSCME's 1.1
million members across the country to present our views on wel-
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fare reform. We have a more detailed statement, which I would
like to submit for the record.

Chairman FORD. Pnir statement and that of all the witnesses
who will testify before the subcommittee today, will be made a part
of the record and they may summarize their testimony.

Mr. MCENTEE. Thank you.
I want to stress at the outset that effective and equitable welfare

reform requires an active Federal role and a major commitment of
Federal resources, and I also want to compliment you, Mr. Chair-
man, for being so clear on this point while so many others are ob-
scuring this fact.

AFSCME has a longstanding commitment to a broad approach to
welfare reform, and we hope that the need for benefit improve-
ments will not be lost in the .ancentration on work programs

We urgently need to extend AFDC two-parent families and to
establish a national benefits standard. We also should improve the

reach more of the working poor and to
strengthen work incentives.

The current interest in work opportunities is important, howev-
er, since family economic independence is a goal of all Americans.
In addition, our Nation's future productivity may well depend on
our willingness to make significant human capital investments in
our welfare population.

By the year 2000, we could have a labor shortage with much of
our labor force growth occurring among groups that are more
prone to ending up on welfare some time during their lives. There-
fore, we should create a comprehensive and flexible education and
training program needed for a productive work force.

It should be based on individual assessments developed by
trained career counselors and case workers. The States should have
considerable latitude to establish a wide variety of activities, _n-
eluding job placement, remedial and vocational education, and job
training.

A welfare work plan also requires a strong family support strate-
gy. The potential loss of health coverage and the lack of child care
and transportation can rule out work as a viable or rational choice
in many cases. Indeed, removing child care and health care bar-
riers and modifying the earnings disregard would go a long way
toward enhancing work opportunities all by themselves.

One issue likely to generate considerable debate will in whether
individual participation should be voluntary or mandatory. The
National Governors' Association recently approved a plan which
would require mothers of children over 3 to participate. It incorpo-
rates the concept of reciprocal obligations in a contract under
which recipients participate in work and training and the govern-
ment provides the necessary education, training and supprtiveservices.

The Governors' plan provokes important policy questions. No.1,
how much money are we prepared to spend? No. 2, if the funds are
capped, does the mandatory participation requirement still apply?
No. 3, should you require universal mandatory participation or
should you start with a more limited program of volunteers? No. 4,
what does mandatory participation mean? Do recipients have to be
in some form of work-related activity as long as they are on wel-
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fare? What do they do in high unemployment areas? No. 5, what is
involved in requiring mothers of young children to work?

A major problem with a proposal like this is that it increases by
around 50 percent the work-eligible group when we have limited
fiscal resources and when we are serving only a small minority
under the WIN program now.

We do not see how you can avoid capping funds in the program.
At that point, the obligations start to work more in one direction
than the other. At the very least., the result will be a lot of paper
processing. Worse yet, more sanctions, more pressure to take jobs
paying poverty wages, more workfare, and dashed hopes are likely.

If you doubt this, we encourage you to ask yourself whether you
are prepared to allow a client to sue for services to which he is en-
titled by the so-called contract.

supports voluntary participation and opposes a manda-
tory program for other reasons.

First, success is more likely if we start out by doing a good job
with a manageable number of motivated volunteers. A successful
program in turn will attract more volunteers and political support
for program expansion. That is the leason of ET in Massachusetts
in Head Start at the Federal level.

Second, the children could be hurt the most. It is not easy for
working families to juggle parental and job responsibilities. The
fragility of child care arrangements, frequent early childhood ill-
nesses, and unsympathetic employers can put a mother in the un-
tenable position of choosing between economic security and the
well-being of her children.

Welfare-dependent families are especially vulnerable during such
times because they do not have the resources of better off families
to fall back on. We already have a serious shortage of safe, afford-
able and accessible child care in the country. It would be tragic to
over-burden an already fragile child care infrastructure. Doing so
could lead to unsafe and inferior placements or a growth in latch-
key arrangements.

Finally, mandatory participation rules could lead to more job
search and workfare. This is likely if employment and training
services are under-funded or if the work obligation extends as long
as the recipients are on AFDC. In high unemployment areas, what
else would you do after training?

AFSCME supports real training programs with a limited work
experience component that offers a chance for paid jobs with a
future. We also support subsidized jobs that give participants em-
ployee status with wages, benefits and rights equal to those compa-
rable unsubsidized employees, but we do not support programs in
which recipients of government assistance work in exchange for
their grants without the benefits and dignity of being an employee.

For one thing, this approach sends the wrong message about
work. It makes work a punishment instead of an opportunity. Just
imagine how someone feels working alongside others who earn
twice as much and have a full package of fringe benefits.

Workfare also creates pressure to substitute and displace perma-
nent jobs with decent wage and benefits. AFSCME has had consid-
erable experience with subsidized work activities under CETA and
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workfare. I can tell you that substitution is very hard to prove,
even when you know it is happening.

Our union has won several arbitration awards. In general,
though, litigation has not proven to be a timely or satisfactory way
of enforcing statutory protections against substitution.

A 1986 court case in Lackawanna, NY, demonstrates the prob-
lem. The case involved 26 laid-off employees. One of them even
went on welfare and was assigned to work off his grant doing the
same kind of work he had performed as a city worker for 3 years.
The judge in the case, however, was persuaded that management's
claims of previous over-statfing and a revenue shortfall due to the
closing of a Bethlehem-Steel plant were evidence that the town had
not substituted.

Mr. Chairman, I want to call your attention to the affidavit of
Samuel Chini in that case. It is attached to our statement and
speaks forcefully about the unfairness of workfare.

Despite losses in the courts, AFSCME believes that substitution
is inevitable. The result is a policy that creates a working under-
class, further erodes decent-paying jobs, exchanges one group of
low income and unemployed people for anotner, and diminu,hes the
quality of public services through the recycling of people in and out
of public work.

One of the larger workfare-type programs is the Public Works
Project, PWP, in New York State. New York City has run a PWP
project for more than 10 years. Today, it has 15,000 participants,
9,600 are home-relief recipients, and 5,400 are on AFDC. Just over
half of the PWP workers are in two PWP titles, clerical aide and
custodial aide.

The ratio of PWP clerical and custodial aides to comparable city
employees is so high that only one of two possibilities would seem
to be occurring. Either displacement is taking place or the PWP
workers are not being used productively. We have, in fact, some
documented evidence of displacement of custodial assistant posi-
tions in a memo last fall from the Human Resources Administra-
tion.

If the substitution effect can be elusive, there can be no doubt
that workfare creates a working underclass in the public sector. Es-
sentially, it is CETA on the cheap. The so-called pay for PWP
workers in New York City was established more than 10 years
agopay established more than 10 years ago and never raised. It is
about half the hourly rate of their civil service counterparts.

In addition, PWP workers have no job rights, benefits, or access
to grievance procedures. The courts have consistently denied work-
fare workers the right to wages, benefits, and bargaining unit rep-
resentation because they are not "employees," even though they
perform regular entry-level work.

It is ironic that many who attacked CETA for creating make-
work, dead-end jobs today claim that workfare provides useful
public services and enhances the dignity of the participant. The
fact is that in New York, San Diego, and West Virginia, many of
the workfare slots used to be the CETA slots. Perversely, it seems,
only a job with equal pay and benefits is make-work. That makes
no sense. If a job is worth doing, the people doing it deserve equal
treatment.
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Mr. Chairman, an alternative strategy of intensive training and
education may be more costly and complicated than workfare and
job search, and the job placement payoff may not be quick, but, in
the long run, the basic objective of helping welfare recipients
achieve economic independence requires a strong focus on educa-
tion, skill development, support services, and placement in unsubsi-
dized jobs, and to the extent that government money is used to sub-
sidize work activities, an equitable, rational welfare work plan also
requires enforceable anti-substitution protections and a recognition
that work assignments are worthwhile through the provision ef
employee status with equal pay, rights, and benefits.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement follows:)

396



392

Statement of Gerald McEntee, President,
American Federation of State, County
and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)

Mr. Chairman, my name is Serald McEntee. and I am President
of the American Federation of state, County and Municipal
Employees (AFSCME). I am pleased to have the opportunity to
appear here today on behalf of AF1CME's 1.1 million members
across the country.

Many of AFSCME's members help run America's welfare system.
Many ot'ers are only one step beyond poverty themselves, having
left ltare roles during the greet expansion of state and

ment services from 1965-1980.

.orpayers, AFSCME members deplore a welfare system that
fosk a dtoendency. They know that people want to work for a
living and believe that welfare recipients who are able to work
should be helped to get and hold a job.

As public employees, AFSCME members can be directly affected
by employmeit and training programs that subsidize work
activities in the public sector - be they CETA public service
employman6, ,..WEP or grant diversion.

Welfare reform is once again on the national agenda. This
time we are just beginning to emerge from an anti-government
,eriod that is unprecedented since the Great Depression.

I want to stress at the outset that effective and equitable
welfare reform requires an active federal role and a major
commitment cf federal resources. I also want to compliment you,
Mr. Chairman, for being so clear on this point.

President Reegan's proposal for state Jemonstrations, in
contrast, is a copout. It ducks the obvious need foc a complex
strategy requiring significant new investments. Worse yet, these
"welfare reform" experiments look like a further step toward
finishing off many major federal domestic programs by devolving
them to the states.

New Federalism" proposals such as those in legislation
advanced by Senator Evans and Congressman Downey, seek to raise
money for AFDC improvements by turning back to the states such

as mass transit, community development, Title
XX, subsidized housing and pollution control. This approach
merely passes the buck to the states to raise money for programs
which, in fact, are necessary complements to AFDC reforms to help
reduce Dependency.

After six years of federal retrenchment and four years of
"economic recovery", poverty and unemployment are intolerably
high in any parts of the country; most newly-created jobs pay
near-poverty-level wages, and the states, which have shouldered
ever increasing federal responsibilities, have growing fiscal
pressures of their own. Clearly, we need more aggressive federal
leadership. Indeed, recent polls show a growing public
willingness to support an activist government again.

It woold be -,onic if a lack of will to mae ...le necessary
investments jeopardized welfare reform because tiere appPars to
oe a consensus emerging around some Key policy objectives. Among
them is tie need to promote family sta'aility and responsi)ility.
As many studies indicate, poverty and lack of opportunity can
wreak havoc on families. Yet today AFDC reaches less than r °-
thirds of the poor, and benefits have declined by one-thiri since
1970.

We urgently need to extand AFDC to two - parent families to
esta)..ish a national benefit standard. We also sh J1d improve
t,-.e earnings disregards to reach more of t.e work.ng or and to
strengthen work

1
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Work opportunities is another major focus of the current
welfare reform dcbate. This is appropriate since family economic
independence is the desire and goal of all Americans.

The demographics of the welfare population and future labor
force trends make it imperative that an AFDC work strategy create
the kind of comprehensive and flexible education and training
program needed for a productive workforce. A singular focus on
punitive work requirements must be avoided.

Recent research clearly shows how diverse the poor are. For
example, we know that there is a high rate of normal caseload
turnover. Half of all welfare cases end in less than two years.
Only one-sixth cf all welfare cases last eight years or more.
Although those who live in urban welfare ghettos are highly
visible, they make up only a small percentage of the AFDC
population. In fact, the persistently poor are more likely to be
found outside large urban areas.

If the demographics of the AFDC population are not
persuasive enough, I would call your attention, to the fact that
by the year 2000 we could be facing a labor shortage. And much
of our labor force growth will be among minorities, immigrants,
and women -- groups which are more prone to ending up on welfare
sometime during their lives. They also lack the skills needed
for decent jobs and face discrimination in the workplace. At the
same time, however, future jobs wall continue to require higher
skills and be in the service sector.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the welfare population of today may
be a mainstay of our workforce tomorrow. Our nation's future
productivity may well depend on our willingness to make
significant human capital investments in this welfare population.

Therefore, we should create a flexible education and
training program based on individual assessments developed by
trained caseworkers and career counselors knowledgeable about
labor market conditions and employment opportunities. It should
give the states considerable latitude to establish a wide variety
of activities, including job placement, remedial, and vocational
education, and job training. Job placements should not be the
only measure of program success. Equally important, especially
for long-term recipients, is educational advancement.

A welfare work plan also needs a strong family support
strategy since the entire family is affected when the parent
leaves home to work, go to ..chool, or participate in training.
The potential loss of health coverage and the lack of child care
and transportation can rule out work as a viable or rational
choice in many cases.

Indeed, removing child care and health care barriers and
modifying the earnings disregards would go a long way toward
ennancin, work opportunities all by themselves.

In tie ,lealth area, in particular, we need to work on dais
ti )r,ly the gap 'aetween ,ledicall and employers 4iti co/erage.
Congress took an important step in this direction last year by
allowing states to offer Medicaid to 2regiant women and children

to tie age of five in families below the ;overt/ line. Re

snould mandate and broaden this coverage.

one issue likely to generate considerable leaate will be
whetter individual participation should be voluntary or
mandatory. Increased workforce participation by women and the
concept of reciprocal obligations are today's 3ust.fications for
mandator/ participation rules.

The lational Governors Association recently approved an
education and training plan which would require mothers of
children over three to participate. It incorporates the concept
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of reciprocal obligations in a contract under which recipients
participate in work and training and the government provides the
necessary training, education, and supportive services.

The Governors' plan provokes important policy questions.
Among them are:

1. How much money are we prepared to spend?

2. If funds are capped, does the mandatory participation
requirement still apply?

3. Should you require universal mandatory participation, or
should you start with a more limited program of voles eers?

4. What does mandatory participation mean? Do recipients
have to be in some form of work related activity as long as they
are on welfare? What do they do oi high unemployment areas?

5. What is Involved in requiring mothers of young children
to work?

A major problem with a proposal like this is that it
increases by about 50 percent the work eligible group during a
period of limited fiscal resources.

Even under current eligibility tules which exempt mothers
with children under six years of age, we are reaching only a very
small portion of adult AFDC recipients. The recent GAO report
estimated that only 22 percent were being reached in WIN
Demonstration states.

In the current fiscal climate, we don't see how you will be
able to avoid capping funds for the program. At that point, the
obligations start to work more in one direction than the other.
At the very least, the result will be a lot of paper processing.
Worse yet, more sanctions, more pressure to take jobs paying
poverty wages, more workfare, and dashed hopes are likely.

If you doubt this, we encourage you to ask yourself whether
you're prepared to allow a client to sue for services to which
she is entitled by the 'contract*.

AFSCME opposes mandatory work requirements. Voluntary
participation is better for several reasons.

First, success is more likely if we start out by doing a
good job with a manageable number of motivated volunteers. A
voluntary program can allow and challenge the states to strive
for excellence instead of forcing them to focus on how to meet a
legal requirement to serve all or a certain percentage of the
eligible population with what is likely to be limited funding. A

successful program, in turn, will attract more than enough
volunteers as well as political support for program expansion.
That is the lesson of ET in Massachusetts and Head Start at the
federal level.

Second, a mandatory participation requirement for mothers of
young children can end up hurting the children the most. Even
though many women with children work, it is not easy to juggle
parental and job responsibilities. The fragility of child care
arrangements, frequent early childhood Illnesses, and
unsympathetic employers can put a mother in the untenable
position of choosing between economic security end the well-being
of her children. Welfare dependent families are especially
vulnerable during such times because they do not have the
resources to fall back on that better off families have. A

mandatory rule could well push these mothers into choices that
are detrimental to their children's interests.
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Especially critical for AFDC mothers is child care. We
already have a serious shortage of safe, affordable, and
accessible chile care. In fact, the gap between supply and
demand is overwhelming in some placee. For example, the
Cambridge-based Child Care Resource Center estimates that there
are 124,000 licensed child care spaces in Massachusetts to
accommodate 500,000 ch'ldran.

Giving mothers he right to opt out of a mandatory program
if adequate child care is not available will not provide adequate
protection. It is not' _ealistic to expect a moth^r to risk
losing family inc..me to assert what in practice becomes a very
nebulous right. What standards are appropriate for child care
arrangements? Is having a 13 year-old take care of a younger
s-bling an acceptaole form of relative care? We have heard of
this being proposed in one California county recently.

Political and budgetary pressure to produce high
participation rates or caseload reductions could lead to inferior
child care placements, or worse yet, a growth in latchkey
arrangements.

It would be a tragedy to overburden what already is a very
fragile child care infrastructure. Doing so could cause a
dumping of children into totally unacceptable arrangements in
much the same way deinstitutionalization has dumped the mentally
ill into unsafe homes and into the streets.

Finally, there is a further danger that mandatory
participation rules combined with a strong emphasis on placements
could lead to the more limited and expedient approaches of job
search and workfare. The GAO found job search to be the main
service provided by the WIN Demonstration states and lack of
resources to be the major reason. Workfare becomes a very strong
probability if the work obligation extends as long as recipients
are on AFDC. What else do they do in high unemployment areas?

Job search has limited value for people who need remedial
education or training, or who live in high unemployment areas.
At its worst, it i3 used as a way to force people off the rolls
through onerous employer contact requirements.

Workfare forces welfare recipients to work off their grants
at a rate equal to the minimum wage without employee status,
benefits, or job rights. Failure to do so results in denial or
reduction of the welfare grant.

AFSCRE str srts real training programs with a limited work
experience com;, = that offers a chance for paid jobs with a
future. We also support subsidized jobs that give participants
employee status with wages, benefits and rights equal to those of
comparable nonsubsidized employees. But we do not support
programs in which recipients of government assistance work in
exchange for their grants without the benefits and dignity that
go along with being an employee.

For one thing, this approach sends the wrong message about
work. It makes work a punishment instead of an opportunity. A
welfare recipient forced to work off her grant who can oarely
read, who has virtually no work skills, and who gets child care,
medical care, and transportation from the government instead of
earning the money for them on a regular job, may satisfy certain
political oojectives. But her prospects for escaping a life of
welfare dependency are not very good.

Workfare also treat s pressure to substitute and displace
permanent jobs. The problem wit% substitution, however, is that
it's very hard to prove even w-en you know it is happening. We
have grappled with the substitution problem tadeL CETA and
general assistance for years. It is ver:, nerd to isolate the
effect of the workfare program from other factors that influence
personnel decisions and staffirg patterns.
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Nonetheless, we have won some significant arbitration
awards, the most recent in Pennsylvania in 1985. In that
Instance, the state, which had assigned approximately 1,000 CWEP
participants to AFSCME bargaining unit positions, was ordered to
remove CWEP participants from work such as filling potholes,
opening mail, and processing AFDC case files that would have been
done In the absence of the CWEP participants.

In general though, litigation has not proven to be a timely
or satisfactory way of enforcing statutory protections against
substitution. A 1986 court case in Lackawanna, New York
demonstrates the problems involved in proving substitution. The

case involved 26 laid off employees. One of them even went on
welfare and was assigned to work off his grant doing the same
kind of maintenance work he had performed as a city worker for
three years. (See attached affidavit) The judge rejected
AFSCME's allegations of substitution. He was persuaded that
management's claims of previous overstaffing and a revenue
shortfall due to the closing of a Bethlehem steel plant were
evidence that the town had not substituted. Substitution aside,
the equity issues this situation raises should not be ignored.

We believe, however, that substitution is inevitable and
that permanent jols with decent wages and benefits will be lost
in the process. This is especially true where a large program
exists for a long time. So what do we accomplish? The result
is a policy that creates a working underclass, further erodes
decent paying jobs, exchanges one group of low income and
unemployed people for another, and diminishes the quality of
public services through the recycling of people in and out of
public work.

In this regard it's important to remember that AFDC Is not
the only program under which workfare can be created. State
general assistance and food stamp programs also make workfare
assignments. A nationwide survey of the status of workfare
conducted by AFSCME last year indicated that 28 states had an
AFDC workfare component; 8 states had a food stamp workfare
requirement, and 19 states had general relief workfare programs.
(See attached) So, AFDC workfare does not occur in a vacuum, and
at the local level the effect is cumulative.

One of the larger workfare type programs is the Public Works
Project (PWP), in New York State. New York City has run a PWP
project for more than 10 years. Today it has about 15,000
participants; 9,600 are home relief recipients and 5,400 are on
AFDC.

While we do not have the investigative capacity to do a full
scale analysis of the city's budget, personnel patterns, or the
work performed by the PWP workers, m do know several things
that, at the very least, look suspicious. For example, there is
a civil service classification called pest control aide. No
regular employees work in this job, but there are 527 PWP pest
control aides who perform necessary oublic health duties.

Just over half of the ?WP workers are in tao P4P titles:
Clerical Aide and Custodial Aide. Their sheer lumber is mini-
boggling. In 1946 there were approximately 7,900 regular fall
time Office aides in city agencies and more [-Ian 4,400 PWP
clerical aides in city agencies. In the same year, there were
1,881 city custodial assistants and 3,539 PWP custodial aides
working in city agencies. Even assuming that three part-time P4P
participants equal one full-tame worker, the ratio of PWP corkers
to regular city employees is very high.

with such a large number of PWP workers in low-level
functions, .nkone of two possibilities would seem to
'D ccurr kg. - her displacement Is taking place or tie P'NP

workers arsd't be4,ng used productively. qe ',eve, in fact, some
documented evidence of substitut,on among custodials in a memo
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last fall from the Deputy Administrator of the Human Resources
Administration's Administrative Services Unit. Based on the
number of custodials then employed by the city, each cleaner's
workload should have been much more than is customary workload.
But the memo indicates that the actual amount of work per
custodial was less than the ratio indicated 'because of the
deployment of PWP personnel..

If the substitution effect can be elusive, there can be no
doubt that workfare creates a working underclass in the public
.ector. Essentially, it is CETA on the cheap. The so-called
'pay* for PWP workers in New York City was established more than
10 years ago and has never been raised. It is about half the
hourly rate of their civil service counterparts. (See attached)
In adlition, PWP workers have no rights, benefits or access to
grie'.ance procedures.

AFSCME District Council 37 has sought to represent the PWP
workers without any success. Significantly, while the arbitrator
in Pennsylvania agreed with AFSCME District Council 13 on
substitution, he re3ected their attempt to represent the CWEP
workers and get the full benefits of employee status for them.
In both cases, the workfare workers were denied the right to
wages, benefits and representation because they were not
'employees' -- even though they performed regular entry-level
work.

It is ironic to us that many who attacked CETA for creating
make-work deadend Sobs, today claim that workfare provides useful
public services and enhances the dignity of the participant. The
fact is that in New York, San Diego, and West Virginia, many of
the workfare slots used to be CETA slots. Perversely, it seems,
only a Sob with equal pay and benefits is make-work. That makes
no sense. If a Sob is worth doing, the people doing it deserve
equal treatment.

As for the much-touted value of workfare as a way to provide
training or experience and to save money by facilitating the
transition off welfare, at best the evidence is limited. Indeed,
workfare can even be counterproductive in that regard. A 1985
study by AFSCME's New York Civil Service Employees Association of
the PWP program found actual cases of supervisors trying to block
participants' efforts to find gobs. The supervisors wanted to
keep tnese valuable workers who were *free. Clearly, that
Lackawanna worker wasn't getting training or experience by doing
the same work on a workfare ass.gnment. The high tu,nover rate
in the New York City PW7 program strongly suggests that there is
Inadequate supervision and not much useful training.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation claims that
Job search and workfare result in some statistica.ly significant
employment gains. These gains become losses when regular
employees are lisplaced by unpaid workers especia'ly when other
studies show better results with public service employment or
programs with intensive training and education components.

A strategy of intensive training ane education, of coarse,
is much more costly and complicated than 'orkfare and gob searcc,
and the )oo placement payoff may not be as quick. But in tie
long ran tae basic ob3ective of nelping welfare recipient;
achieve economic independence requires a strong focus on
education, 3<ill development, support services, and placement in
unsubsidized gobs. And, to the extent that government money is
.iced to subsidize work activities, an equitable, rational welfare
work plan also requires enforceable anti-substitution protections
and a recognition that work assignments are worthwhile through
the provision of employee status with equal pay, rights and
benefits.

6
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Ultimately, however, even the best employment and training
program will be limited by the environment in which it operates.
Recession, technological change, trade policies, lagging wages
and discrimination all limit what training programs can do. We

need a high employment economy to produce jobs for trained

people. We need to raise the minimum wage so that a family of

three does not stay poor even when the wage earner works 40 hours

a week. And we need to move aggressive,y against discriminatory
employment practices that limit earnings and career potential.

Unless we address these economic factors and define our
objectives carefully and realistically, we will doom another
federal program to political failure.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Let us talk about workfare, work, education, and training, and

thank you very much for your testimony. I think you were right on
the point.

I am concerned now that some States are talking about workfare.
It has been the approach of this committee to talk about work, edu-
cation, and training, rather than workfare, in which recipients
simply work off the grant, often for less than 8 hours a day.

Is there any such thing as a workfare p that could work,
that could really take the core group of welfare recipients off wel-
fare? Maybe not off welfare, but help them to work?

Can you have a workfare program with the recipient being eligi-
ble for Medicaid benefits, being eligible for other Federal benefits,
but let that person work off the grant 3 or 4 hours a day and not
be demeaning to the welfare recipient?

Mr. McENTzz. Well, we certainly have not seen it work in the
past. By adding the two ingredients, I am not sure that it helps in
terms of the workfare idea of working off the grants when you are
dealing with the substitution factor. Whether it is 3 or 4 or 5
hours, what we have found is that, in fact, there is substitution. We
also think it is demeaning to a way and, as we said in the testimo-
ny, makes work even a punishment to be actually on a work site,
really working 3 or 4 or 5 hours, but you are working beside an
individual in a comparable job doing exactly the same kind of work
and they are getting a certain rate of pay. That may be $5 an hour
or $6 an hour or $7.

Chairman Foan. Have you seen any of them replace permanent
employees on any of these jobs?

Mr. McENTEE. Oh, most certainly. We have seen our people re-
placed. We have seen our people replaced all across the country.
We attached the affidavit of one person in Lackawanna, NY.

Chairman FORD. Was this a CETA employee in this case?
Mr. McENTzz. No. It was workfare.
Chairman Foan. Workfare. I understand it was workfare, but re-

placed who?
Mr. McENTEE. Replaced himself. That is who he replaced. He ac-

tually worked in Erie County
Chairman FORD [continuing]. And was laid off.
Mr. McENTKE. And he was laid off.
Chairman FORD. And he went on welfare and was sent back to

the job?
Mr. McENTzz. He was on unemployment comp. Then, eventually

found himself on the welfare rolls and then he was put out there to
work off his grant in exactly the same job that he was laid off
from, and his affidavit is attached to the statement that we made,
and we have seen this happen before.

Chairman FORD. How do we sell this program if it is going to cost
more money in the short run? There has been a lot of talk about
the Gramm-Rudman budget targets that this Congress is trying to
work around and work within.

The budget deficits are severe problems here in the Congress.
Mr. McENtsz. We recognize that, and we certainly do not dis-

agree. Obviously the deficit and the budget is a much larger prob-
lem than just reform of the welfare system in the United States.
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We think that most certainly you should look at the Defense
budget once again. We feel that there is just no secret to the fact
that we need more revenues, and we applaud the Democratic lead-
ership and particularly Speaker Wright when he talks about hold-
ing tight on the tax brea. for the wealthy, looking at a possible
stock transfer tax. We applaud Chairman Bill Gray of the Budget
Committee, who is looking at various ways to raise revenues.

So, we think that defense has to be looked at. We think that
some new revenues have to be looked at, but the question you raise
really underscores the fact that this really be a voluntary program.
We do not think you can now add, particularly with the fiscal re-
straints that you have, a program of great, great expectations for
all these people who are now on welfare to enter some kind of pro-
gram, receive transportation, receive child care, receive health
care, get a job, get some training, and then be a permanent part of
the work force.

First of all; the rate of unemployment would not provide for that
nor do we have the dollars to provide for that. The Governors were
talking, I think, about a billion dollars for their program, a match-
ing grant of a billion dollars from the State. If you look at the Cali-
fornia program, which is now somewhat a limited program, that is
over $250 million

So, we recognize the problem of scarce resources, and we say
with the problem of scarce resources, let us make it a limited pro-
gram, let us make it a voluntary program, let us see if it works,
and see whether or not it becomes politically credible in terms of
the people of the United States.

I think if it becomes politically credible, as we dig our way out of
the deficit by virtue of some defense cuts and new revenues, then
we can begin to look on expansion.

Chairman FORD. Are there jobs in the marketplace once we edu-
cate and train the recipients to go into

Mr. McErrrxx. Not at the beginning. I do not see howmost cer-
tainly in certain States in this country, how you are going to be
ready automatically to place people in jobs in the private sector.
We think that in the last analysis, if there are not jobs in the pri-
vate sector, then we can have some jobs in the public sector, but
you have to pay these people in terms of what they should be paid,
and the benefits that they should receive to work those jobs.

Do not pay them some minimum wage, pay them the rate that
they should receive for working those jobs and the benefits that
they are entitled to.

Chairman FORD. Do we create any new jobs for this welfare pop-
ulation that we are talking about? I mean, we can provide educa-
tion and training in a bill, but if there are no jobs, is it still a dead
end?

Mr. McErfrzz. Well, this recovery has been a rather uneven rt,-
covery. We have some States that are in relatively good shape, we
have some States that are essentially almost still in a recession, if
not in a recession. In some States, you will be able to place with
adequate training, as they did in the StL. to of Massachusetts, some
of these people and get them off the welfare rolls. That is what this
is all about, not getting them off on a temporary basis. In other
States, I think you would be able to provide some public service
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jobs. We have thousands and thousands and thousands of public
service jobs that are unfilled all across the country.

It is not a panacea that we will say that every person that is in-
volved in this program is automatically going to find a job. Unfor-
tunately, with unemployment up around 6.7-6.8 percent, not every-
body will find a job. Once again, this underscores the fact that we
see a limited program in the beginning with the focus on volun-
teerism.

Chairman FORD. Would you agree that if we are going to have a
welfare reform package that we ought to try to make work more
attractive than welfare in this package?

Mr. McENTKE. I believe that, and I believe that the vast, vast,
vast majority of these people are on welfare because they have to
be on welfare. I think they want to work.

Chairman FORD. The minimum wage rate is $3.35 per hour. The
President told us in his State of the Union Message that this ad-
ministration has created some 12 to 13 million jobs over the past 6
years, slightly over 50 percent of those jobs were minimum wage
jobs, paying $7,000 per year. If we are talking about making work
more attractive than welfare, should we, not this committee, but
should this Congress look at an increase in the rates of minimum
wage?

Mr. McEimz. Absolutely. The minimum wage has not been in-
creased, I think it was some time in the mid-1970's. I think it be-
hooves this committee and the Congress of the United States to
most certainly look at the minimum w .

Chairman FORD. The point I was of was that the expan-
sion of the labor market has produced some 12 million jobs, but a
majority of those jobs are falling within the minimum wage rates.
A family of three earning minimum wage rates certainly does not
get beyond the poverty level. If that is the case, how do we make
work more attractive to move people within the work force? Would
it be your opinion that the Congress should act also on minimum
wage co strengthen any welfare reform package that
might be coming out of this Congress?

Mr. MCENTIE. Absolutely. Absolutely. We think minimum wage
stands on its own in terms of an increase. What makes it even
more attractive is when you link it to welfare reform. You know,
there are some interesting studies Dr. Whitehead of MIT had in
terms of the diminishing middle class in America because of a cre-
ation of new service jobs that literally brings down the average
wage for Americans across the country.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. McEntee, I appreciate your coming this morning and look

forward to working with you to develop a bill in this area.
I noticed you indicated a concern about making jobs mandatory.

Does this same concept transfer over to mandatory education and
training? Do you feel it would be inappropriate to make those man-
datory?

Ms. MERLEJOHN. Well, I think again you have a problem.
Chairman PAD. Pardon me. Would you state your name for the

record? 1 do not know whether you did it earlier, but
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Ms. MRIKLEJOHN. I am Nanine Meiklejohn, and I am in the legis-
lative department of the union.

I think while that may be theoretically a desirable thing, again
you have the problem of trying to do something with the limited
amount of resources. You would be choosing to cover everybody
and diminishing the quality of services that you are providing, and
that is unavoidable in this current fiscal climate.

So, again, we think it is better to start off with motivated people
who do well in the program, and as the program gains credibility
with the welfare population and the general public as a whole,
that, in turn, produces more support for program expansion.

Mr. BROWN. So, you think it is wrong to require people to attend
a work program or a training g or an educational program
as a condition of receiving welfare.

Mr. Mc Exam. I think it would probably be one of the worst
things in the world to give them the training and the education
and no place to go. I think it would just be tremendously frustrat-
ing and, once again, that is why the scope should be limited.

We think that the training and the education and all the other
aspects, whether it be child care or transportation or whatever, are
such an important part of the program, the overall program, that
developing that into a package is one of the biggest steps that you
can make. But to develop that package and then give it to some-
body and then there is really no placement in terms of a job, we
think, can provide a really frustrating experience.

Mr. haolvw- Well, that was not really my queution, but I appreci-
ate your comment on that area.

I wonder if you share ml concern for what happens to people
when you provide them wit.- welfare benefits and ask for nothing
in return.

Ms. MRIKLEJOHN. I think that presumes that the recipients are
not motivated to improve themselves, and I think that most

Mr. BROWN. No, no. I am sorry. I am not presuming anything. I
am simply asking you what happens when you provide welfare
benefits and do not require something in return.

Ms. MEIKLEJOHN. Well, I think you have to look at what is in-
volved in, for example, requiring a young teenage mother with a
child to finish her education. We have to be prepared then as a so-
ciety to make sure that her children are in a decent child care ar-
rangement while she participates in the program. We have to
make sure that she has transportation that does not involve her
spending 2 hours going back and forth. We have to make sure that
we cover her other needs.

Mr. BROWN. Yes, but if I understand your statement, your posi-
tion is that even if we provide adequate child care and transporta-
tion, you are still opposed to mandatory participation in work,
training, or education pramsis that right?

Mr. McENTEE. Go ahead.
Ms. MEIKL&JOHN. I think our concern is that we will write a law

which will have the mandatory participation requirements and not
in the end be able to follow up with the dollars to provide the serv-
ices, and, so, when you are left with a range of activities that in-
cludes workfare and job search, it will draw the system into those
activities because they .ire not as expensive.
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Mr. BROWN. I am not trying to put words in your mouth, but am
I hearing you say now that if there is money available in a particu-
lar program, then you feel that mandatory participation would be
appropriate?

Ms. Mienciamiti. No. I do not.
Mr. BaowN. That is still a concern for others.
Ms. Mignamosai. I think that is not the fiscal reality today.
Mr. BROWN. You mentioned, Mr. McEntee, your concern about

the jobs involved in the work programs being real jobs with mar-
ketplace pay and benefits and so on, rather than simply a substi-
tute for assistance.

If 7e were talking about programs that provided competitive
wages and benefits, would you then feel it appropriate to require
participation?

Mr. McENTis. Well, in some far-off world, where everybody that
went through an adeq-Qte training program and was provided with
transportation, child 1, and health care and promised a job in
the labor market ant uld get a job in the labor market, not
working off the grant, I think maybe we could begin to look at
the possibility of a cont Nitween the Government and a person.

I am not sure how yc uld enforce all the pieces of that par-
ticular contract. We all b a Washington, DC, and the chairman
starts off the hearings, cominenting that we have fiscal dilemmas.
We think that is off in some far-away world. We wish it was here.
We wish that we had a lot of money in order to provide jobs for
these thousands and thousands and thousands of people, but we do
not see that as the reality of the day.

Mi. BROWN. My question was, If jobs with appropriate pay and
benefits were available, would you then feel mandatory participa-
tion was appropriate?

Mr. Mawr=. If we had all of the things that you are thinking
that possibly we could have, then we would be willing to sit down
and look at the possibility of a contract between the recipient and
the Government, but we do not see that happening for a long time.

Once .again, I mean, we are trying to be realistic. That is why we
are trying to stress the fact that we should do it as almost a
number of testa dealing with the voluntary aspect. The most suc-
cessful program in the United States apparently is the Massachu-
setts program. Everybody kind of tips their hat to it. That was a
voluntary program, and we think that that is the way it should
start, that is the way it should begin in this country with the limit-
ed resources that we have. Deal with these people right now that
a highly motivated, ready to move out there, and then once they
do it, once we see the success of this, I think it just increases and
then you have a more positive program than ever before.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Would you yield to the Chair and let me follow

up on a question?
You were talking about the ET program. There are other States

that argue the case that a voluntary program won't work, and we
should mandate it. The ET program certainly has shown us that a
voluntary program will work.

',..,nould we leave that to States? When we are talking about flexi-
bility to the States in this welfare reform package, should we give
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that flexibility to the States to make the determination as to
whether or not it should be a mandated or voluntary program?

Mr. McENTiz. I do not think so. No. I think once again, I just
keep going back to the fact that we think it should be a voluntary
program and to leave that option in the beginning up to the States,
we do not think, is realistic or fair, and that it should be voluntary
from day one all across the country.

Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly?
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, sir.
I came a little late, so I did not ;et a chance to hear all your

testimony, though I will read it. !ut I have heard your comments
and obviously you do not come here this morning as a strong sup-
porter of what some of us are trying to do in this 100th Congress.

Gerry, we are not looking at the group of people that we hope to
help with this legislation as present or next month union members.
We hope some day they will be union members maybe, some of us
maybe. I do, but not all of us, of course.

But I do not think we can judge what we are trying to do with
the same standards that you sit there as a leader in the labor
movement. I would like to talk to you about that for a few minutes.

I have just finished looking at some figures, at facts from the
MDRC, which has just recently done a study on what works and
what does not work, and your individual participation should be
voluntary, success is more likely if we start out by doing a good job
with a manageable number of motivated volunteers, and then a
little while ago, you said to us that you want to make sure that
whatever we do has political credibility.

Well, on of the problems that we have found about why some of
these programs do not have political credibility is the wordwe
love to get words and use them all the timethey have been
creamed. They take the people who are motivated, who might get
work anyway, who are already almost there ready for a job, and
then they count those and say, this is a successful program. That is
not what we are trying to do.

We have targeted, particularly in the AFDC program, individuals
who are illiterate, who are the high-risk group that are going to
stay on welfare for a great length of time and will cost the Federal
Government the largest number.

Now, you said, Gerry, you thought the worst thing in the world
would be to have education and training and have no where to go. I
have only spent a few months on this particular process; however, I
spent quite a few years on the Hartford City Council, E 1d I think
the worst thing in would be to have a child and have no education
and no training and no ability to go anywhere.

So, I have to disagree with what the worst thing in the world is. I
think that is where we differ here. We are looking at trying to
wrestle with the possibility of targeting some of these people who
are high-risk individuals, who we know that they are on welfare
today and stay on welfare, they will never get off welfare and pos-
sibly their children will be on welfare and never get off welfare.

So, I just hope that we are not talking apples and oranges here.
Mr. McENTEE. Well, we want those people off welfare as well,

and many of those people are highly motivated in terms of wanting
to work and wanting to get jobs, and if you are going to target
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some of those people, that is fine, and if you are going to give them
an education, you are going to give them training, you are going to
give them protections in terms of child care and transportation and
then you are going to give them a job, we think that is wonderful,
we think it is marvelous.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Gerry, we are not so naive that we think this is
going to be easy, but we also feel that we have got to have the
courage to change a system that is not working today. It has lost
its credibility. We are spending $17 billion on a welfare program
that is locking people into dependency and making an underclass
in these United States.

So, I mean, this is something likeI look at this, I know where
you are coming from, but, on tho other hand, you are the one that
has so much knowledge about what is meaningful work and what
is a meaningful training program and where can you go and where
can you not go, that I hear what you are saying and I see the vol-
unteer.

Well, I can remember 5 to 10 years ago when I would not consid-
er not volunteering, you know. Mandated, I could not have it. But I
think what you are seeing is many people from different spectrums
figuring what we got today is not working, some of us have to
maybe move toward the middle.

Now, I have got a bill in that, you know, it is the American
Public Welfare Association's bill. We talk about a contract between
the client and an agency, but we do not say that that contract will
be in place unless there are those support services.

You talk about if the world were perfectthe world is not per-
fect. We do not have that much money, but we might have some
money. We want to begin, and I really look to someone like you
who understands work and labor and training to help us with it,
and not to say if you cannot do the whole thing, then do not do aay
of it. Because, guess what, we will not do any of it. And we are
going to continue to have this growing underclass. We are going to
say those words, one child out of four born into poverty. We know
all the statistics and all he facts. But if we cannot have it just the
way we want it, are you saying we do not do it?

Mr. McENYEE. No, of course not. We are not saying that. I mean,
we suffer from the same kinds of problems that you anguish over,
and of course we want to see welfare reform. We are giving you
our thoughts, our experiences, and we think that once again a
smaller program that deals with volunteerism as opposed to man-
datory where these people will get jobs when they are finished with
this training, finished with this education, is a better program to
start off with in the United States with the kind of 4'1. tal resources
and caps that we face.

And in terms of them being union members or being paid union
rates, I do not want to mislead anybody. It would be fine if they all
became union members and were all paid union rates. We think
what is even more important than that is that they get the rate for
the job. That job may be a union job and that job may be a non-
union job, but they should get the rate for the job that the person
next to them is receiving to perform that same kind of job.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Well, I do not think you will have any argument
there. I mean, we are certainly not arguing that point.
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Can I interrupt you a minute and ask ou what is the average
minimummedianexcuse me, medium worker's wage?
You must have statistics.

Mr. McENTzz. The average wage? We have 1,100,000 people, who
work for State and local governments all across the country. Our
average wage now would be about $17,000 to $18,000. That would
be about $2,000 lower than comparable jobs in the private sector.
We also represent, you know, thousands and thousands and thou-
sands of child care workers as well. One of the other aspects of this
that you really have to look into, depending upon the size of the
program, is that child care workers are some of the lowest paid
workers working for government all across the country. There is a
turnover rate of about 40 percent a year, and a very real lack of
continuity in terms of child care. That is another piece that really
has to be looked at because it is an industry that is in tough, tough
shape.

Mrs. lizmitu.v. It is an industry that is in to shape, but
those are jobs. I can remember when we talked about teachers'
aides, there was a hue and a cry that that was not an acceptable
program, and yet that has worked out and they are all unionized in
my area of my State

Mr. McENTsz. No. But the point I am making is if you move in
and you want toyou need child care workers to take care of the
welfare recipients as they move out.

Mrs. KENNELLY. That is an avenue for jobs.
Mr. McENTzz. But there are very, very few of them in the

United States. We lack child care workers today in the United
States.

Mrs. liziorzum. Do you not think that would be a perfect area to
take people who are on welfare and train them to be aides

Mr. McENTEE. It might be an answer.
Mrs. lizionrux [continuing]. In a day care center?
Mr. McErrrxx. It would be an answer. I applaud that. I applaud

that answer. I think it is a good answer, but you have to cognizant
of the fact that it does not exist now and if you want L move
people, that would be fine. That would be good.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Let me ask the legislative person something. Mr.
Brown asked you about, did you still have reservationsdid you
have reserations about mandatory education as well as mandatory
taking of a job.

How many children do you think would go to school if it was not
mandatory that they go? How many people do you think; I do not
know if you have got children. I had children. Unless it was man-
datory for that person to get educated, to become literate, to be
able to get a high school equivalency, would go unless it was man-
datory. Let us talk about who we are balking about.

Ms. MEIKLEJOHN. It is hard for me to believe that a person who
has a dependent does not want to seek a way to be self-supporting,
and it is hard for me to believe that if she were given an opportuni-
ty, a real opportunity with a real prom Ise to it, that she would not
take it.

The other thing I wanted to menti .,n was that in Massachusetts,
under the ET program, my understanding is that they considered
child care slots for possible placements of ET graduates and, in
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fact, rejected them because the wages were so low that they did not
consider those jobs adequate in terms of their salaries for ET grad-
uates.

Most child care wages are around the minimum wage, which, as
you know, leaves a family of three in poverty. So, we have not
gotten too far.

Mrs. KENNELLY. I also know some people who would rather have
that job than just be in a one room apartment with that child with
no where to go, and I just better talk to you a little bit more about
education.

If you are a dropout, 15, fifth grade reading level, maybe you did
not do too well in school, and then you are 16, you have had a baby
and it is embarrassing for you ' go back to school. I mesa, you are
a mother. You will not want t..), but, you know, it is embarrassing
and if it is just left up to your own good judgment.

I have a 17-year-old right now, a son, and I do not leave a lot up
to his own good judgment. He does not have any dependencies. He
is my dependent, but I am just saying that mandatory, we are talk-
ing about education. I might sit here and understand exactly where
you are coming from on mandatory jobs, but for education, I think
it is a little different.

I tend to wonder where you are coming from when you do
not

Ms. MKIKLEJOHN. Well, I do not think we have any objection to
Lirgeting those groups, for example, the teenage mother with chil-
dren, as a first priority for services. We suspect that if you estab-
lished your priority, your target groups, and defined your priority
for service, and then said to the State, serve people who are volun-
teers out of those groups first, you may end up exhausting the Fed-
eral resources you have

Mrs. KENNELLY. Oh, good chance. No doubt.
Ms. MsucLuorrN [continuing]. Before you get to people who are

not volunteering, who do not volunteer. The question is wheth-er
Mrs. KENNELLY. See, I am afraid what I will do is be addressing

that volunteer who had more going for him or her and the one that
am really after, who has got a lot of hangups and a lot of prob-

lems, does not volunteer and ends up once again right where we
are today, the long-term client on welfare, the generational prob-
lem. There is no future, and that is my fearthank you.

Chairman FORD. Mr. Chandler?
Mr. CHANDLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like the gentlelady from Connecticut to know that I, too,

have a 17-year-old and I approach that parenting with the same
idea that you do, that experience- -

Chairman FORD. I thought she was talking about my three sons.
Mr. CHANDLER. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to, with

your permission and that of the committee, request something un-
usual here. I happened to read at the suggestion of my 17-year-old
an interview with the rap group, Run DMC, and the reason I sug-
gest it is it is such a contrast to the testimony that has been made
here today in their view of motivation and what people who are on
welfare and have difficulty getting off, the reason for their lack of
motivation.
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Now, it happens to be in Penthouse magazine, but I think it
would be useful to put it in the record and take a look at it because
it iS--

Chairman FORD. Well, the Chair will not object. If there is no
other objection from the subcommittee, we will let it go into the
record.

[Subsequently, on March 11, Mr. Chandler read into the record
the article referred to. See p. 490.]

Mr. CHANDLER. I will take some black ink.
Chairman Foss. Can the Chair have an opportunity to seeis it

the magazine or just the article?
Mr. CHANDLER. Well, I will bring in the whole thing.
It seems to me that what we heard today were two curious

things, and I really want to compliment the lady from Connecticut
for her line of questioning, and I also want to say that I do not, as
a Republican and I think a pro-business fairly conservative, fiscally
conservative guy, automatically take a position against the mini-
mum wage. I may well support you on that, and I know that there
is a big downside to that, but there may be a bigger upside.

So, having made that concession to you, I think that it is fair
then to ask if we are sending a negative message to a person by
requiring a work element of their asking for and receiving assist-
ance from society, what kind of a message are we sending when we
do just the opposite, provide assistance without any requirement
for anything, for any contribution in return?

Mr. McENrEE. I guess we just keep going back to the same situa-
tion. If we had a situation where we could provide all of these
things with the promise of a job, then that most certainly is one set
of circumstances.

Now, we all know we cannot do that. You know, so, we have to
sit here and we have to deal with the realities of the day, and the
realities of the day, at least so we are told so very often, have to do
with revenues. We think that a first step in beginning to restruc-
ture welfare reform in this country would be volunteerism, so that
you would get people ready to participate in the training, partici-
pate in whatever else is necessary in terms of the health care, and
child care, and then move into jobs, because we all know that there
are just not enough jobs to put these people into.

I mean, some people have said .,n, you know, a facetious kind of
way, well, if it is contract, you know, and the Government does not
live up to their end of the contract in terms of the job, can they sue
the Government because the Government cannot provide them the
job in the final phase of this program. Well, people are saying that
in a facetious way.

We are trying to deal with the realities here. That is what we
are trying to do, and not wits a theory or what could happen or
what may happen. We are trying to deal with the reality that the
Federal Government only has so many bucks, only have so many
dollars, and to get as many people as we can in a voluntary way
into these jobs and off those rolls, and let the American people see
it as an unqualified success and then maybe down the road a little
bit, we can do other and more things.

Mr. CHANDLER. When y o u
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Mr. McENTEE. We do not think that sends a negative message to
the people across the country.

Mr. CHANDLER. You were referring to the recipients in your com-
ment, and I was referring to them in my question. You were sug-
gesting that we also should cut defense spending, and I would be
curious, what portion of that should be cut and what would be the
effect on the Nation's employment of that reduction? Would it be
negative?

Mr. McENTEE. Well, you are not looking at the world's foremost
defense expert, but it seems to me that over the course of the
Reagan administration, we have increased defense in some really
very high numbers year after year.

I do not know what weapons systems can or should be cut, but it
is at least my opinion, and if you look at a lot of the polls of the
people across the United States, it seems like a tremendous per-
centage are now talking about some cuts in defense spending, and
that is the way we feel. That is the way our union feels.

We are for a strong defense, and we think now that we do have a
strong defense by virtue of the monies spent over the course of the
last 61/2 years. I do not know what weapons systems. I would leave
that up to Cap Weinberger and people like that to make those
kinds of decisions.

Would it affect unemployment if a particular weapons system
was shut down? I do not know the answer to that. I do not know
whether it would affect Boeing or Lockheed or somebody else. I just
do not know the answer to that, because if that money were chan-
neled into some domestic programs that also create jobs, then
maybe it could be a wash.

Mr. CHANDLER. Well, I frankly am one who agrees with you, and
I have all kinds of suggestions where we might make some of those
reductions. I am personally viewing the SDI as one possibility, but
I would like to suggest that that is not free money. There has to be
somebody's salary that is eliminated in order to achieve those re-
ductions. I mean, that is just a given and we simply cannot over-
look that fact.

Mr. McENTKE. You cannot overlook it, but I would hesitate to
say that we should have a particular weapon or a particular de-
fense system because it actually pros ides a job

Mr. CHANDLER. Oh, 1 agree. That would be the last motivation.
Mr. McEN'rEE. We face that all the time in the field of the men-

tally ill, where we are accused of attempting to keep institutions
open in order to provide jobs for the workers in there and, you
know, God forbid.

Mr. CHANDLER. No. I very much agree.
Mr Chairman, if I could make just one last point and apologize

for the fact that it is more a point than a question, but I think that
the witness has stated an opinion which is broadly held among
those who view this welfare system with which I have considerable
difficulty, and that is that the obligation that is created by this
whole question, that when a person who is having, for whatever
reason, difficulty making it in our society comes to the rest of the
society for assistance, that that creates a whole set of obligations
on the part of society, which provides the assistance.
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What I would like to suggest is that we might, in addition to our
sense of compassion, which ought to be great, and I think is as a
nation, we also ought to look at the other side, the society that is
providing the benefit and think in terms of the obligation to them,
those people who are working and members of your union and who
pay the taxes to pay for these benefits.

You have and I have, we all have employees who do not call
upon society for support of any kind and make their own arrange-
ments for child care, for transportation, for clothing, and all of
that, and I just have to suggest that there is a challenge to your
statement about the obligation that we have to these people who
have difficulty while, at the same time, those who do not are being
asked to pay for that.

I think we let our guilt sometimes get in the way of our good
judgment, and it may well be that we ought to look at those people
who are making it, consider their plight, many of them who are
having considerable difficulty providing those services for their
children and for themselves that we would all like to see.

Mr. McENTEE. The only point I would make is if you are really
looking for meaningful welfare reform and you do not deal with it
as a package in terms of child care and transportation and health
care as part of that package, then you are not going to get at the
core of the problem of getting people off the welfare rolls in a per-
manent way to take meaningful jobs in this country.

Chairman Foan. Mr. McEntee, thank you very much.
Mr. McErrraz. Thank you. Thank you very much.
Chairman FORD. We really appreciate you appearing before the

committee and thank you for your input.
Mr. McErrizz. Thank you.
Chairman Foan. Thank you.
The subcommittee will call the Honorable Wayne Allard, the

State senator from Denver, CO, at this time. We welcome you
before the subcommittee. We are very delighted to have you. We
know that you are running a few minutes late, but we are very de-
lighted that you could make it this morning, and thank you very
much, and we look forward to hearing your testimony.

Would Mr. Brown like to make any introductory comments?
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.
I am particularly delighted the subcommittee has called Dr.

Allard to testify before us. He has done extensive work in the wel-
fare area, particularly with regard to consolidating programs and
administrative costs, not only to save money but to make the pro-
grams much more effective. He has been a leader in the Associa-
tion of State Legislators, and we particularly appreciate him taking
time out of a tough schedule in Colorado to come and testify.

Mr. ALLA ThanL you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Con-
gressman Brown.

Chairman FORD. You may proceed.
Mr. ALLARD. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF RON. WAYNE ALLARD, SENATOR, STATE OF
COLORADO LEGISLATURE

Mr. ALLARD. I appreciate your indulgence. I got up at 12 o'clock
this morning and we had to call everything in session there in
Denver and itI am on a very tight time schedule, and I do appre-
ciate you being tolerant of my being late this morning.

One of the things that I wanted to calk about a little bit was my
experience as a legislator in the State of Colorado, one who spon-
sored legislation over the past 3 or 4 years working with welfare
reform. I represent two countiesLarimer County and Weld
County.

Weld County has been extremely active in welfare diversion ef-
forts and has obtained waivers from the Federal Government to
carry on a lot of their efforts. The other county, Larimer County,
has not been quite as active in their welfare efforts, and there are
four points that I would like to make to the committee this morn-
ing, Mr. Chairman, and that is that welfare diversion efforts direct-
ed toward unsubsidized employment can be successful when prop-
erly administered, and also the second point I would like to make
is at the State level, we would like to have more flexibility in
trying to devise programs that would help get people off of welfare
into job training p and into employment.

The other point that I would like to make in my testimony is
that I think that our efforts can be consolidated so that we do not
have so many different divisions coming down to the States from
Federal programs

The fourth point that I would like to make and understand that
you are doing some discussion as far as AFDCU and making that
mandatory on the states, I would like to comment to you a little bit
about what has happened in Colorado with that particular pro-gram.

Let me return back to the first point, where we are talking about
unsubsidized employment that can be successful when properly ad-
ministered.

Weld County, which is one of the counties in my senate district,
has been very active with welfare diversion, went through a period
of unemployment at the time that they were instituting the wel-
fare diversion efforts, and basically they qualify the individual for
welfare and then immediately walk him across the street and get
him going into a welfare sort of training, employment training pro-
gram that lasts about 6 to 8 weeks.

And at that time, when it was first initiated, we had the AFDCU
program in Colorado and that particular program in Weld County
concentrated on the AFDCU group of welfare recipients, and in
Larimer County, another county in my senate district, did not have
that program going.

Both counties have universities in them. They are both prosper-
ous communities as far as having a fairly well-balanced industrialbase, I think, but at the time this was going on, there was some
problems with the cattle industry in Greeley, and one of the pack-
ing plants had closed down and laid off a lot of people.

And in that face of economic difficulties in Weld County and Lar-
imer County is just across the line and are facing those same pro-
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grams, they were able to cut down their AFDCU to as little as 15
or 16 people in that county. Larimer County, on the other side,
which was not instituting any of those efforts, had over 100, 115 to
120 people in AFDCU and were not able to bring down those wel-
fare rolls and get those people into jobs and training.

Basically, they are similar communities, except that in Weld
County this is more agricultural with a feedlot and slaughter plant.

In the State level, to get to my second point on flexibility, we
passed a number of pieces of legislation just last year. One of the
efforts, in fact the main piece that we passed was our attempt was
to try and pull all these programs that come down from theFeder-
al level, begin to pull them all down and pull them together so that
we can utilize them and make one good administrative effort to
make them kind of hitting the same goal and the same line and
not have a lot of cormict between the bureaucracies between the
various agencies.

And I have a little outline here and I might use some examples
of what is happening at the Federal level and how that spills down
into the State level and eventually into the county le Jel.

For example, in the Department of Labor, you have three differ-
ent branches in the Department of Labor with separate programs
in that they are trying to do something in the way of workfare, get-
ting people off of welfare rolls into the job, and one of them is job
service, which is strictly an employment service, but one of the ob-
jectives is welfare employment in that particular program.

A second division has the Job Training Partnership Act which is
involved with employment and training. Now, in Colorado, the job
service goes into the Department of Labor, the Job Training Part-
nership Act then is administered through the Governor's office
through his job training office, and then it is targeting welfare.

The third program you have is the work incentive program, com-
monly known as WIN, and basically in that program you have two
bosses. You have one at the Department of Labor and then one in
the Health and Human Services, and that is 100 percent to welfare
clients, and my point is you have got three divisions in one depart-
ment, and it seems to me like some effort can be made to channel
those efforts of those three divisions in that particular area.

Now, I do not think that we are looking at a new program. I
think it would be a mistake to have a new program. We have got
some 12 different programs that are coming down to the States out
of five departments, and, so, if we could concentrate your efforts in
one and avoid these fights that you get between the various divi-
sions and that type of thing, I think it would cut down on the ad-
ministration of it and would be more dollars available for the pro-
gram and the welfare recipients and job training.

In the Department of Health and Human Services, we have a
similar situation, perhaps not asI would perceive it perhaps not
as institutionalized as in the Department of Labor, we have the
community work experience program, which is made up of Federal,
State, and local dollars, and it has a workfare concept, and the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, we also have the employ-
ment search program. It is an employment service, and it is admin-
istered through the department of social services, and we have a
work supplementation program.
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My comment that the work supplementation program has not
been well received by the counties in Colorado because of State reg-
ulations, or just too proliferative, and they do not see it as a benefit
to institute that program. Again, that is administered in the de-
partment of social services.

So, again, we have got three programs in that particular depart-
ment that we might look at trying to consolidate some of those and
cut out the bureaucracy and make more dollars available for the
welfare recipient.

In the Department of Agriculture, you have the food stamp pro-
gram with a job service function in that and also in the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Renewal, there is a project of self-suf-
ficiency which has an effort to try and get people that are on wel-
fare into a home, and in Weld County, they have made some modi-
fications on that program.

One of the problems that they have run into there is that it
tends to have people come back onto the welfare rolls after they
have qualified, and, so, they have made a few modifications to try
and lock an individual into a job before they went through the
qualifications of getting a home and getting a place to live.

The Department of Education, you have the Carl Perkins Act,
which, in the State level, in Colorado, is administered through the
State Board of Community Colleges and Vocational Education, and,
again, that is unemployment training and it is not tracked with
the welfare rolls, although they have targeted low income and eco-
nomic disadvantaged clients, and it seems to me like perhaps
maybe some effort may be there to direct them in the same lines as
what we are s for welfare reform.

Another han out, think, that is with my testimony is one
where we have applied for waivers on the State of Colorado. I
think it is an attachment on the back of my testimony, and it is
Litended to be a part of that, and I would suggest that if you are
looking for areas where you can allow States the flexibility, that
you might look at those areas where we have to apply for waivers
in order to institute some of our efforts at the State level or even
the county level and that they are things that might be done at the
Federal level to give us that flexibility.

The fourth point that I would like to talk to you about is the
AFDCU program and what has happened in the State of Colorado.
When we instituted the program in about 1980, we worked with
the program for about 2 years, and during that time, we found that
the A.MCI U program got to be such a costly program at the State
level that we had to discontinue it, and, so, it was discontinued be-
cause of the price tag that went along with that particular pro-gram.

And at the time that we discontinued it, it was facing a growth
of about 263 percent over a 2- to 3-year period, and AFD, that is
AFDCU, was growing 263 percent where the AFDC program was
experiencing about; a 1.3 percent growth, and we were looking at
what was happening with the budget in our State, and we just felt
like we could not afford it in our particular State. It was just get-
ting to be too expensive a program.

Previous testimony talked a little bit about minimum wage, andI did not have any comments in my testimony written out regard-
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ing minimum wage, but I would like to say that, you know, in the
State of Colorado, we are having some economic hard times, and
we are an agricultural State, and we have relied an awful lot on
mining and oil and gas, and our economy is down, and we do not
have the revenues coming into the State that perhaps the rest of
the Nation is experiencing.

We are a Western State and we rely very heavily on those as
sources of revenue for our State. So, we are having revenue short-
falls in our own budget and having to make some very tough deci-
sions and trying to set priorities since we are required by the con-
stitution to have a balanced budget, and to go ahead and raise that
minimum wage at a time when your economy is down, I cannot
help but think that what we will do is just create more unemploy-
ment, and, so, you know, if you are talking about some things that
in addition to giving the States flexibility, like mandating AFDCU
or changing the minimum wage benefits, I think that or I would
hope that the committee would look very closely at if you are
trying to balance those, but I think that in the State of Colorado, if
you are doing that, that you would have a really adverse impact on
our State, if you made that mandatory.

That is my comments, Mr Chairman, and if there are any ques-
tions, I would be glad to try and answer them.

[The prepared statement follows:]
STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE ALLARD, SENATOR, STATE OF COLORADO LEGISLATURE

Good Morning, Mr. Chairman and Committee members. For the record, let me
identify myself. I am Wayne Allard 90 mi second term at the Colorado State
Senate. I have served as Chairman of the er County Board of Health, and I
am currently Majority Caucu..- 12..aieman of the Colorado Senate. I also served as
Chairman of the Health, Environment, Welfare, and Institutions Committee.

During my last four years in the State Senate I have sponsored legislation to
divert individuals from welfare into training and employment programs. Weld
County which has been parrticularly aggressive and innovative in the area of Wel-
fare Reform is a major part of my Senate District. There are a number of points
that I want to make during my testimony. First, welfare diversion efforts directed
toward unsubsidized employment can be successful when p-lperly administered. In
additionj_want to encourage you to provide states, such as Colorado, flexibility to
addreealocal needs. Thirdly, I want to emphasize that we do not need more pro-
grams, but an effort to consolidate current efforts toward a single meaningful pro-
gram that encourage self-reliance and individual responsibility. Lastly, I want to
point out that Colorado's experience indicates that mandatory AFDC-U which
allows two-parent families to qualify when the prime supporter is unemployed can
be an extremely expensive program.

The Welfare Diversion Project in Weld County, Colorado has been very successful
due to some very key administrative efforts. They consolidate some twelve state and
federal programs relating to work and training, targeting the welfare recipients and
putting them under one administrator. Those twelve programs come under the di-
rection of five different federal departments.

At the state level, we are currently attempting to consolidate those programs into
one administrative effort. If there are too many diversions and departments at the
federal level the efforts toward welfare reform becomes fractionated and ineffective.
What eventually happens is that interaction between the various programs is direct-
ed toward making the other program look ineffective so that one particular program
can receive more funding. We end up having considerable duplication. We do not
need another program in addition to the current p . Let me briefly talk
about the programs we have and how they interact with the tsta.4 agencies. In the
Dept. of Labor we have three different branches of labor involved with work efforts
and trying to get those on welfare employed. Again, I would like to make the com-
ment and point that duplication leads to fewer dollars available to benefit the re-
cipients. The Job Services Program which is entirely administered with federal dol-
lars comes down to the state as an employment service and is administered through
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the Colorado Dept. of Labor. One objective of this particular program is welfare em-
ployment and in the state we have some twenty-three employment offices.

The second division of the Dept. of Labor administers the Job Training Partner-
ship Act which is directed toward employment and training objectives. In Colorado
this particular program is administered through the Governor's Job Training Of-
fices and those on welfare are targeted. The third division in the Dept. of Labor
deals with the Work Incentive Program which is all federal dollars. This program
has two bosses; one is in the Dept. of Labor and the other is in the Health and
Human Services. One huncired percent of these dollars are directed toward welfare
clients. it seems to me that in the Dept of Labor it would be easy to combine these
three divisions into one single effort to put those individuals who are on welfareinto unsubsidised emplopyment.

Next, let's look at the Dept of Health and Human Services. We have three pro-
grams in that particular department concerned with welfare diversion. This depart-
ment is not as well institutionalized as the Dept. of Labor. One program that we
have in the Dept of Health and Human Services is a Community Work Experience

Zmwhich is a match of federal, state, and local dollars in the State of Colors-prate
a workforce concept and is administered by the Dept of Social Services.

Another that we have under the Dept of Health and Human Services isEmployment and it is, again, made up of federal, state, and local dollars. It's
primary function is employment for those coming off of welfare, and is administered

the Colorado Dept. of Social Services.
The last also deals with the Dept. of Health air! Human Services. It is Work Sup-

plementation matched with state and local dollars. It is not well accepted in the
state because of the state regulations being too prolific to benefit counties, especially
Weld County which has been very aggressive in administering welfare diversion.
The Work Supplementation Program is administered through the Dept. of Social
Services in the state and its' aim is to provide meaningful work while an individualis still on welfare.

Again, I would urge the committee to look at possible ways to consolidate these
three programs in the Dept of Health and Human Services so that we would have
one directed, meaningful effort to the state level. Another department that gets in-
volved with welfare and work efforts is the Food Stamp Program in the Dept. of
Agriculture. This program is strictly federal dollars with one objective of Job Serv-
ice. It stipulates some requirements for fooa dam*r recipients to seek employment.
It's administered through the Dept of Social Set vices in Colorado. In the State of
Colorado our particular Dept of Social Services refuses to contract with the Job
Services effort in the Colorado Dept of Labor. It is my feeling that both of these
departments need to be encouraged to cooperate more closely in their efforts.

The Dept of Houidng and Urban Development has another program called
"Project Self-sufficiency' which is fotsled strictly by federal dollars. It provides a
housing program through a voucher approach to individuals who meet the need
standards for welfare. One of the problems is that you can't take back the subsidies
if the recipient goes back on welfare. What this does, in actuality, is to tend to in-crease costs because once they have their own home they tend to qualify
for r benefits and may end up keeping more people on welfare. There have
been modifications to the program in Weld County which tend to lock the individ-
uals into situations before they qualify for the housing program. The "Project Self-
sufficiency" in the State of Colorado is administered through the Dept. of Local Gov-ernment.

The Federal Dept. of Education administers the Carl Perkins Act which then fil-
ters down to the state level and is administered in the Dept. of Education. In that
department, the State Board of Community Colleges and Vocational Education be-
comes involved with unemployment training. In order to get individuals to qualifyfor this program, they are not tracked with welfare roles even though the low
income and economic disadvantaged are targeted.

Other programs that we have at the state level which deserve mention are:
(1 ) Welfare Diversion Program which is state and local dollars which require a

federal waiver. Colorado is waiting for approval on a new application to continue
with the Weld County Diversion Program.

(2) Last year we zsed a Medical Assistance Benefit Bin which says that any in-
dividual who qualifies for the Workfare Programs will receive Medicaid benefits.

(3) Lastly, we have tried to direct child care services which is 50% federal dollars
and 50% state dollars through the Colorado Dept. of Social Services toward those
individuals on welfare.

I hope that we can continue to keep these efforts consolidated in the Health and
Human Services area and don't let other departments get involved which would
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tend to dilute these particular programs and, in the long run, create fewer dollars
for those who really need help.

In reviewing this plethora of programs, let me just empliasize that, as elected offi-
cials, we have to move and manage these programs. Right now, these programs are
managing the elected officials.

The State of Colorado has been closely monitoring the Weld County Diversion ef-
forts. Last year we passed four major pieces of legislation to implement a Colorado
Job Strategy effort. We adopted Colorado SB 99 which makes employment search a
required component of the AFDC Program in all 63 Colorado counties. The employ-
ment search program is designed to reduce public assistance dependency by assist-
ing AFDC clients and eligibles in obtaining unsubsidized employment. In WIN coun-
ties, WIN mandatory clients and eligibles form a pool of potential participants for
employment search. In non-WIN counties, WIN criteria will be limed to identify the
pool of potential participants. We passed HB 1113 which is a Work Supplementation

which is an optional provision at the county level. It provides that AFDC
Cgdrsannly be used to develop and subsidize work for AFDC recipients as an alterna-
tive to providing an AFDC grant.

Many of these positions are expected to be similar to on-the-job training. Employ-
ers will be paid monthly subsidies of 8200 or 25% of the work supplementation par-
ticipants' gross monthly wages, whichever is lees. These contracts shall not exceed 9
months. The maximum subsidy paid to any employer per contract is 81,800. This
subsidy will come from a state wage pool operated by the Colorado Dept. of Social
Services which will be f-omprised of money that would have been payable to individ-
uals in the form of AFDC grants had they not entered the Work Supplementation
Program. This program was initiated in the State of Colorado with rules and regula-
tions November 1, 1986. The Colorado General Assembly a third piece of leg-
islation called the "Job Alternatives Program" as ded for HB 1288. This pro-
gram was developed as another optional program at the county level, and provides a
state policy toward promoting and encouraging self - of iciency for public assistance
recipients through the placement of such ns in unsubsidized public or private
sector employment. The Job Alternative would include training and em-
ployment. The counties will receive monthly cial incentives in the form of two
months of the State's share of AFDC funding for placing an individual from a train-
ing diversion program into unsubsidised employment. The Job Alternative Program
rules and regulations were adopted and become effective November 1, 1986. This
particular program consolidated all the programs that were coming down from the
federal level as well as those from the state level into a unified effort of welfare
diversion. The last piece of legislation I'd like to mention that we passed in the 1986
Colorado Assembly

piece
to do with SB 189, refered to as the Medical Assistance Ben-

efit Extension. The purpose is to begin to continue medical coverer through Medic-
aid for those individuals and their families who increase their earned income
beyond 185% of the needs standards while participating in any of the Colorado Job
Strategy activities. Tlus*_ piece of legislation allows for the provision of medical bene-
fits as incentive for AFDC clients or eligibles to seek and accept employment. Cur-
rent regulation makes it impossible to extend Medicaid benefits to AMC who have
not been on public assistance. Therefore, the Medical Assistance Benefits Extension

&rranis
expected to have two major system impacts. One, a greater number of

cilients and eligibles will seek and accept employment, and, two, AFDC and
Medicaid savings will be realized. In order to implement this particular program we
are awaiting approval of federal waivers.

In order to implement the Colorado Job Strategy Program and to continue with
the Weld County Welfare Diversion Program we had to apply for a number of waiv-
ers and I can go through those if the Chair would decide if they are necessary for
the record or I can present them as an attachment to my testimony. Mr. Chairman,
there is one final point I would like to make in my testimony. I have heard consid-
erable discussion that along with the added flexibility to the states for ad. lister -
in Diversion Programs there will be a requirement that the states initiate

U or the two parent family where the provider is unemployed. Our experi-
ence in Colorado is that this is an extremely expensive program unless very closely
managed. We were not able to manage this program well enough to avoid an hor-
rendous increase in our state budget. In 1981 through 1983 we experienced exhorbi-
twit increases in the AFDC-U arer. and in 1983-84 we discontinued the program.
From January 1980 to January 1983, the AFDC-U group had grown by 263% while
AFDC, one parent household case load had grown by only 1.3%. Subsequently, in
1983-84 the State of Colorado terminated the AFDC-U Program.

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate that Welfare Diversion efforts, commonly
known as Workfare, can hold down escalating welfare costa and still have the ch-
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ents feel poetive about the progrrra. A 1985 University of Colorado/Denver report
surveyed 1'16 individuals who has entered the Weld County Job Diversion Program
and 83% of the clients support the program's purpose and rejected the notion that
the program punish those who apply for welfare. In addition, 80% of the clients ex-
pressed the opinion that the Job Diversion Program is worthwhile. The report then
went on to summarize that no matter how the data is broken down, every sub-group
of clients includes a strong majority concluding that the program is worthwhile.

It is ny hope that more latitude can be given to the states to develop welfare di-
version strategies based on our own demographics andprogram goals. With the wel-
fare diversion the ultimate goal of work for those who are capable, saves tax dollars
and creates proud self-reliance and individual opportunity.

I would hope that the committee would look very closely at mandating AFDC-U
and how it would impact both state and federal budgets. Colorado'is, experience
would indicate that the AFDC-U program could be a budget-buster! I thank the
Chairman and the Cr7.mittee for allowing me to testify today.

Chairman Foam. We really thank you very much for your testi-
11117 , and for making this long trip all the way to the Congress to
tesay today.

When did your State realize, I guess, the downturn in your econ-
omy and the rise in the unemployment rate?

Mr. ALLARD. I was first elected to the Senate in 1982. In 1983 is
when we started having to go back and make cuts in our budgets
once the appropriations had been made. So, every year since I have
served in the State senate in Colorado, I have been involved in
having to go back and cut programs

We have been doing that now
Chairman FORD. Excuse me. You saw the shift in the economy, I

guess, during that time?
Mr. ALLARD. Yes.
Chairman Foam. And the rise in the unemployment rate?
Mr. ALLARD. Yes. That has been going down.
Chairman FORD. About when did the State implement the two-

parent family, the AFDC-UP pr.-zram?
Mr. ALLARD. About 1980.
Chairman FORD. About 1980.
Mr. ALLARD. Yeah.
Chairman FOL.J. Because abcut 1980, you implemented the

AFDC-UP program, and you said about 1982 the economy started
shifting.

Mr. ALLARD. That is correct.
Chairman FORD. And yet the unemployment rate went up, I

guess, in 1932 and 19A. I guess after about 1983 when you imple-
mented the program- it would take a couple of years for those who
are eligible to become familiar with the program and come on
AFDC-UP.

I really would not want to ignore the poor economy and high un-
empioymei.t and shift all of the blame or the responsibility directly
on the AFDC-UP, program, putting on the AFDC-UP recipients.

You know, I think that we have to in this nation embrace that
family stability, the intact family. We have found it true in most
areas that when you have a poor economy and high unemploy-
ment, you do have a new claba of people, a new poor, which shift tc
the AFDC-UP rolls. To deny eligibility because an intact family
exists or to have an AFDC-UP program and ignore the effect of
the economy on the program's costs might not be fair to a pro-
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family program. AFDC, I think, certainly should be a pro-family
program and it should not break a family up.

My State, we have never opted into the AFDC-UP program, and
we do find it true that you break up families, and if we are going
to talk about being pro-family in the eighties and if we are going to
continue to talk about intact families, the only way you can do it,
you must say to people right up front that in order to be eligible or
for the children to be eligible for this temporary assistance, then
the intact family can remain in place.

Mr. ALLARD. I appreciate your comments, Mr. Chairman. Those
are arguments that we made at the state legislature in Colorado,
and it was after some really serious deliberation, I mean, it was not
an easy decision, that we had to make.

The only thing that I might point out is that earlier in my testi-
mony, I mentioned the two counties, even though Colorado overall
was experiencing unemployment problems and sort of a downfall
in the economy from what it was prior to 1982. We had those two
counties right next to one another, Larimer County and Weld
County; one that was using the AFDC-UP program with some wel-
fare diversion efforts, and the other county that was not, and there
was really a lot of difference in the people that were qualifying for
those rolls and staying on those rolls, and one other thing that I
might mention at this point is that, well, they say how did the re-
cipients feel about that program, you know.

You have got some that you have 15 in one county and over 100
in another, and they are right next to one another, well, how do
the recipientsyou wonder Vast the impact is on the recipients,
and, so, the University of Denver, the University of Colorado at
Denver did a survey and over 80 percent of those recipients felt
good about the program in Weld County and the efforts to direct
them into a job, get them trained, and try and get them into un-
subsidized employment.

In fact, we even picked up a number of individuals that would
move to Weld County, young women with children, that had moved
there r o they could be a part of that particular program in Weld
County.

Chairman FORD. Let me ask you this with that statement. Does
that mean that you would support an AFDC-UP program if there
was a provision to mandate education, work, and training opportu-
nities?

Mr. ALLARD. Well, when you look at the cost of AFDC-UP, what
I am saying to the committee is that I hope you really look at the
costa, you know, in AFDC-UP. Maybe the moneymaybe some-
thing can be done to encourage the States to do more in the area of
education, instead of looking at mandating AFDC-UP on them.
That might be an alternative that you might look at.

Chairman Foxe. Let me ask you this. Now, you rescinded your
AFDC-UP program in what year?

Mr. ALLARD. 1984.
Chairman Foxe. 1984.
Mr. ALLARD. Yeah.
Chairman Foxe. In 1984, had the economic conditions changed in

the State of Colorado, were they changing, was unemployment rate
dropping at that time?
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Mr. ALLARD. Well .n Weld County, it improved, I think, some or
beginning to improve. Statewide, they were still basically having
the same problems. We were still having to go back once we had
made our budgets, made our appropriations, going back into the
next session and having to make cuts.

Chairman FORD. Would you say that was a significant reduction
in your welfare budget after you rescinded the AFDC-UP?

Mr. ALLARD. Yes.
Chairman FORD. To what extent? I mean, to whatdo you have

any figures or numbers?
Mr. ALLARD. I guess I do not have any figures on that specifical-

ly. You know, that is a program that we just completely cut out at
the time, and I think I had an appropriate sheet. I guess I forgot to
bring it with me or have it in the file, but, you know, when you cut
out a program like that, that first year or two, you are going to
have a reduction because, again, youlike you mentioned earlier
in your comments, there is that redirection that you have to go
through, and, so, that was made an effort to hold down our budget
for that particularwhere we had to go back and cut that program
out so we would have the money to carry on the rest of our pro-
grams, and that is one that that decision was made consciously.

What has happened since then, I guess I do not have a good
answer foi Mr. Chairman

Chairman loan. I would appreciate it if you would submit that
information for the record. I think you have testified to that extent
and talked about the increase in the costs that the State of Colora-
do experienced between 1980 and 1982 or 1983. I certainly would
like to see the numbers that you wouid have after Colorado re-
scinded the AFDC-UP in 1984.

Mr. ALLARD. I will try and get those to you, Mr. Chairman. Do
you want me to send them to your office?

Chairman FORD. Yes. Send them to the subcommittee and we
will make them a part of the record here.

Mr. ALLARD. Be glad to.
[The following was subsequently received:]

SENATE CHAMBER,
STATE OF COLORADO,
Denver, March 25, 1987.

Hon. HAROLD FORD,
Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

Dx&a Ma. Foan: You asked me to provide you with additional information about
the impact of discontinuing the AFDCU program in Loveland.

I asked Legislative Council to research your questions regarding caseload trends.
The Legislative Council staff contacted the Department of Social Services, and a de-
partment spokesman indicated that this study has not yet been completed.

Therefore, I can only respond to your questions by stating that we have not had a
sufficient time interval to develop any trends analyses.

Sincerely yours,
WAYNE ALLARD,

Senate District 15.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Allard, I was interested in your comments about the values

of consolidation. I assume part of the value is that consolidation
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means less overhead you can administer more programs with
fewer people. But is another value of consolidation that it gives you
more resources to develop new programs9 Is that the major value
of that consolidation?

Mr. ALLARD. Well, I think there are two things that happens
when you consolidate. Number one is you begin to get everybody
going along the same path, and it is easier to administer because
you do not have the interaction between the bureaucracies. You
have one person over here administering the program and maybe
another department over here or division administering another
program, and they get sort of competing between one anotherand

Mr. BROWN. Instead of working together.
Mr. ALIARD. Yeah. So, it would be much easier if they were to-

gether and bad the same administrative direction, and I think that
has been the r..al key in Weld County's success. They have brought
all those under one administrative effort, and that is what we are
trying to do at the state level.

And the other thing is I do think it would reduce the amount of
duplication that goes on in those areas, and I think that that
means more money available for the recipient at the bottom line.

Mr. BROWN. Was there an indication that after the AFDC-U pro-
gram was dropped that families broke up so they could qualify for
AFDC?

Mr. ALLARD. Well, I can check back for you on that, but there
was none that came to my attention in our discussions, and at that
time I was serving on the health, environment, welfare, and insti-
tutions committee, and after that decision was made, when the de-
partment had testified in front of cur committee, he did not make
any comments that he had expressed anything above normal
growth in the AFDC programs since that was terminated than
what he would normally expect.

Mr. BROWN. We had same concerns expressed earlier this morn-
ing that work programs could well end up eliminating existing jobs
by substituting welfare recipients for regular workers.

What has been your experience in Colorado? Is that sort of thing
happening?

Mr. ALLARD. Well, as far as I know, that has not happened, Con -
gressman Bro Most of the mean, that is a concern we
had at the " Ilslature abri t what mu. happening when you
were forcink Jople out end having them get jobs, but most of
the jobs the were getting them into were not jobs where
there was a lot people wanting them.

For example, they had some of those recipients working in hospi-
tals and some nursing homes, for example, and when you and I
think about job training, I am not talking about a lot of technical
training, just simple things, how to fill out a job application. If you
cannot show up at 8 o'clock that morning for work that you give
your boss a call and let him know that you are not going to be
there, and those are just really elementary training things that
you and I perhaps take for granted, but in that group of people, we
found that they needed to be instruc, d in that area and once you
got them instructed in that area, it was easier for them to get into
regular jobs.
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Mr. Bitowx. I know you are a member of the Association of State
Legislators, and that you head the committee that deals with work
and training of welfare recipients. Has the association taken a posi-
tion on that welfare reform legislation?

Mr. ALLARD. No, they have not, Congressman Brown. I am vice
chairman of health and human services on the National Confer-
ence of State Legislators, and I am here testifying just as an indi-
vidual with my experience in Colorado's legislature.

We are to have another meeting in May and try to formulate a
position and have something available for you at that particular
time.

The first time this even really came up for discussion was in Feb-
ruary, and we will continue with those discussions in May and
hopefully have a position. That is the plan at this time.

Mr. Bitowri. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly?
Mrs. KENNELLY. No questions.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Levin?
Senator, let me conclude by saying that we appreciate you

coming out. I am somewhat concerned about the AFDC-UP posi-
tion that you have testified on. I would like to have additional in-
formation. I have stated that for the record.

I think Mr. Brown has touched upon a question, and I would like
to maybe just follow up on it. You indicated that there is nothing
to demonstrate whether or not you had severe family breakups
after the rescinding of the AFDC -UP program.

Mr. ALLARD. Not that I was aware of. Yeah.
Chairman FORD. Do you think that the State has had time to

make a determination since it was only since 1984?
Mr. ALLARD. It may not have had the time to get those figures

together, and I will do what I can. If we have got some figures in
that area, I will get those to you and for the last 2 years, see if that
would not maybe add some information for yJur consideration.

One cf the real points that I wanted to make in my testimony is
that '.used on our experience with AFDCU and you are trying to
balance things in the welfare reform area and mandating an
AFDCU program to the States really looks seriously atthat you
do not have it creating an unbalance there, that you do not create
a lot more liability to the state than benefit.

I hope that you look at a balanced approach and my concern
from our experience in Colorado is that that may not be a balanced
approach.

Chairman FORD. Yes. It would be my concern, too, to know
whether or not the State of Colorado noted family breakup.

Mr. ALLARD. Yeah.
Chairman FORD. And if the economy was coming back in 1984

and you had a drop in your benefit costs. I just do not want to shift
all of that responsibility into the AFDC-UP part of the program
and say that that program is to blame.

There are some 24 to 25 States today that have not opted into
the program. We have looked at the trends of school dropouts, alco-
hol abuse, other problems that exist, crime in our urban areas and
feel that intact family support, strengthening the family unit,
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strengthen the community as well and we certainly do not want to
come out being anything other than pro-family

I think we all want to be strong advocates of that, and if we talk
about eliminating AFDC-UP, we would have to be advocating
family breakup. That is the only way you can do it, to say if the
children are going to be eligible, the father would have to leave the
household. I am not sure that we want to send that message. Some
24 or 25 States have already opted to send the message, and we
would like to send a different message and not a message of family
breakup.

Thank you very much, Senator, for your testimony.
Mr. ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman It is a pleasure having

come before you.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
I will call Father Thomas J Harvey, the executive director of

Catholic Charities USA to come before the committee; Mary Lee
Allen, the director of child welfare and mental health, Children's
Defense Fund; and Kevin Aslanian, executive director of the Coali-
tion of California Welfare Rights Organizations.

Father Harvey, we again, of course, are delighted that you would
give us your presence and your testimony before the subcommittee.
We are very delighted to have you. I personally welcome you back
to the committee and yield to you and recognize you at this time.

STATEMENT OF REV. THOMAS J. HARVEY, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, CATHOLIC CH/LIMES USA

Reverend HARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
I am pleased to be able to present the views of Catholic Charities

agencies around the country on the issue of welfare reform. I am
encouraged by the kind of hearings that you are entering into, the
kind of policies that you are beginning to embrace, and hopefully
the kind of consensus that you will he able to build to get effective
welfare reform.

I think that there is an urgency to this issue that stands in con-
trast to recent approaches to welfare reform, such as evidenced
even by the emergency assistance bill that was passed last week.
Catholic Charities has been an agent over the last 4 or 5 years in
distributing that kind of emergency assistance. Thus we often feel
that we are an effective ambulance picking up the pieces, but
really not addressing the kind of issues that must be addressed.

I think the earlier testimony today and the discussion that fol-
lowed show that the present AFDC program, as it is structured and
administered, is not entirely the answer. I think with the growing
constituency of people in poverty, particularly the nearly 25 per-
cent of the Nation's children living in poverty, and many of them
at the poorest end of that poverty classification, our urgency should
bespeak the most generous policies that cut through some of the
myths. We have to be very much aware that this part of the popu-
lation, the AFDC population, has not had the benefit of some of the
rewards of the tax cuts nor of the farm subsidies, yet they have
been directly affected by the cutback in subsidized housing.

In light of that, I think the current benefit levels and much more
about the AFDC program are i eally an affront to conscience. In
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light of this, my comments today will speak from the principles of
my own religion on the issues of the economy. I think they also re-
flect many of the other denominations that make up our pluralistic
society, but I especially speak on behalf of the actual experiences of
welfare agencies in the Catholic Charities system and will share
what they are learning at this time.

I have rather strong feelings that the welfare community, both
in the private and public sector, has not been sufficiently used in
this country as a research and development arm to interpret what
the quality of life is.

I think there is a growing consensus that is being reflected in the
public debates in his country, and I hope that is equally true of
what you are learning at this subcommittee level. I would just indi-
cate a few of those before commenting on five specific subjects.

Clearly, there is a strong consensus that we do not need an addi-
tional prolonged era of benign eyper;ments which the administra-
tion's proposal would encourage at this time. I think there is an
urgency that bespeaks an inability to wait for the States to showdirection in this.

Now is the time to begin to legislate our way out of the present
inhumane system to one which provides adequate support for fami-
lies, assistance for families to enter the economic mainstream, and
a supplement to their income if this economic system does not offer
adequate income protection for the necessities of life.

I think there is a consensus that a genuine federalism has to be
a partnership between the National Government and the States,not a cutback or an abdication of the Federal role.

I think, as earlier discussions have shown already this morning,there is a consensus that we should preserve the integrity of the
family in whatever kind of welfare reform is eventually crafted
and, finally, again this was reflected in the question and answer
period, around the role of education and training, I think we have
a consensus that shows that is important to make transition to
gainful employment economically feasible.

Although it does not seem to be a part of the basic benefit levels,
the issue of voluntary or mandatory, there is a good deal of recog-
nition that our citizens have some collective responsibility to see
that the lowest income citizens are not both employed and still
living below the poverty line.

I would just comment on the poverty line. If that is an indicator
that the government will use as it tries to find policies in the area
of welfare reform, then we should recognize that the measure of
income which would sustain a family at an adequate nutritional
level was viewed in the early definitions of poverty as being for
only a short period of time. Experience has not shown that is
always true.

Secondly, this poverty line has been falling rapidly over the past
two decades as a percent of median income. In other words, again,
those in poverty, which include, I think, every one receiving
have beer. getting poorer steadily for 20 years in relationship to the
rest of the population.

Let me comment specifically on five areas. The issue of two-
parent families, the question of dependency and work, comments
on the national responsibility, a special category that we should
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look at in terms of adolescent mothers, and possible case mai_ :ge-
ment as a way to cut through some of the difficulties imposed by
trying to discuss voluntary-mandatory.

Two-parent families. Even if full -scale welfare reform is not com-
pleted this year, we in the Catholic Charities movement feel now is
the time to enact a mandated program to cover two-parent fami-
lies. There is no more key principle to be asserted in improving
welfare than a program that does not weaken, but rather does ev-
erything to strengthen, family life. Yet, about half of the States
still require the absence of a parent before providing AFDC assist-
ance. There can really be no reason for this other than the desire
to cut costs or poor program design. Neither of these reasons, if I
am right in my interpretation, are sufficient to foster desertion and
cheating.

Other than an emphasis on work, there is no clearer consensus
in this nation than that welfare ought to help families and not
hurt them. Not infrNitently, Catholic Charities agencies have to
provide services to both sides of the marriage rendered asunder by
a program of the State. Both marriage partners suffer, children
suffer even more, and I would suggest that society in general suf-
fers.

On the issue of work and dependency, I think the changing
female participation in the work force, for whatever reasons, has
clearly changed the view of what the public will support through
public assistance. In addition, we are all aware of what has seem-
mgly been a growing problem of dependency on welfare assistance
on the part of some, rather than the expected reliance on work for
their livelihood.

So, we support a well-crafted set of programs designed t4) help
most adult recipients move to participation in the work force. How-
ever, we strongly urge participation in such programs be voluntary,
at least for mothers with small children, and also for adults whose
presence is necessary in the home to care for disabled children or
adults.

We think an exception to mandatory programs should be provid-
ed for mothers with children under 6; that is, first-grade age. Our
concern here is twofold. Enduring lifelong value nurturing provid-
ed by close parenting of young children can be the most valuable
investment we can encourage. Secondly, many of the children we
are about live, we must recognize, in communities where it
is most cult to provide for nurturing and protection outside the
home.

For other adults, however, a well integrated and managed pro-
gram of supplemental education, work traini.ig and transitional as-
sistance to active participation in the work force is needed on an
expanded scale.

Unlike one of the previous people who testified, I am not talking
about work fare, I would talk about eventual meaningful jobs. At
Catholic Charities, we believe it is both the government's responsi-
bility to help people get ready to work and to see that the jobs are
there if the private economy does not provide them.

I think we should also introduce the subject of medical assistance
in this context. We acknowledge that we must provide assistance to
those in transition to the work force with supplementation of
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income if the only work available still leaves the family in poverty;
thus, the protection of Medicaid must be available for a reasonable
length of time and to a reasonable level of income. There must also
be available and affordable day care.

If the only work available is at the current minimum wage, addi-
tional financial assistance through AFDC or food stamps must be
provided. For families of very low income, such assistance should
vary by family size.

With regard to the issue of national responsibility, I would like
to praise the thoughtful process of the Governors and the Ameri-
can Public Welfare Association. They have really strualed to
arrive at a consensus on welfare reform, but I do believe history
quite clearly tells us that there should be a national minimum ben-
efit. State supplementation should still be encouraged, but the fact
that the great majority of the states have for years had a great dis-
crepancy between their own level of benefit and their own stand-
ard of need is clear evidence that adequacy of benefits across the
Nation will not be reached without a national minimum benefit.

Finally, it should be obvious that benefits should be indexed to
inflation. If the tax system is so indexed, why not protect the poor-
est among us as well?

With regard to adolescent mothers, among the many areas of
service engaged in Catholic Charities agencies is working with this
tar* population and their families. On the basis of our actual ex-
perience, we believe that such teenagers should be encouraged to
stay with their families, but to make an kind of a requirement
that would force that would be very harmful to the development of
their maturity. Oftentimes, it was sibling rivalry, or conflict with
parents, that has led to the pregnancy and, therefore, to force the
child to stay in the home could be detrimental.

For teenagers whose pregnancy is a result of acting out conflict
within their families, such a requirement could be devastating, for
others, whose families reject them, there often is no where else to
turn if the programs are not established in the general community.

On the other hand, a constructive way to encourage them to stay
wit4 ,their parents, if that is possible, is to make it easier for them
to stay by not counting the income of the baby's grandparents in
determining eligibility for benefit. Many children leave their fami-
lies for no other reason than it is the only way to get Medicaid cov-
erage for the pregnancy and delivery which their families, in many
cases, could not bear. Such a policy in the long run is short-sighted.

Finally, I would like to comment on case management as a possi-
ble methodology to try to bring some of the resources to bear and
give greater liberation to more people. Every once in awhile, some
magazine or newspaper screams that someone on welfare is getting
or is eligible for multithousand dollars of benefits through various
programs Both as an inner-city pastor and as a welfare profession-
al, I have never found any poor person who has made good 1":e
this, although I am sure there are a few fraudulent, recipients.

What these stories do say to us is that the systems which provide
assistance are complex and often they are not well integrated.
While we would assume that any reforms you undertake would in-
tegrate programs better, we would argue strongly for the availabil-
ity of a case management approach, especially for those recipients
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who, through some combination of characteristics, are needlessly
dependent on public assistance.

I say this even though I generally believe that ligibility for
public assistance ought to be determined on an entitlement basis in
our society and not ultimately be dependent upon utilizing case
work services. Thus, we do not believe that in good conscience y^u
can cut a mother of a 7 year old from assistance because she will
not cooperate in a work study program, thus leave only a pittance
of assistance for the 7 year old. This is a problem of protective serv-
ices.

I also speak from the history that Catholic Charities has played
in this country in various refugee resettlement programs. We were
one of the main actors in the Hung -Tian resettlement of 1956, the
Cuban resettlement of 1959-60, and after the fall of Vietnam, in
1975. Thus, we have extensive experience in resettling thousands
and thousands of refugees who speak no English and with work
skills largely alien to our economy. This suggests that there are
ways of helping people negotiate the system, to facilitate negotiat-
ing the path from dependency to a life of self-sufficiency within the
economy of this cuuntry.

I do not think we have adequately made that available within
the AFDC structures. In closing, I would express my earnest inter-
est on behalf of Catholic Charities agencies around the country, the
task that you have before you to lead this Nation to a better way
and a more compassionate way, a more just way, helping the poor-
est, our fellow citize is.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be able to present the views
of Catholic Charities Agencies around the country not merely on
ways in which we might reform our basic national welfare program,
but also on the importance of doing so in a way which asserts
both the compassion of the American people, and our sense of
justice. We are encouraged to see the Congress -- through the
work of your subcommittee last year and now -- focus on what can
be done for our neediest citizens, especially those served by the
AFDC program. Last Thursday the House passed the special
emergency assistance bill, designed to provide minimal assistance
for the homeless. But we know that is a palliative and not the
answer. And we know that the AFDC program as presently
structured and administered is not entirely the answer.

For some 20 years we have been stymied over either how to
reform welfare or how to manage costs. In the meantime the
sustenance provided families in need of this assistance has
declined about 40% in real dollars. The poorest people have
become poorer even as we somehow expected to see them pull
themselves up by their bootstraps. The USA hasn't given this
population any of the benefits which have come from the tax cuts
or the farm subsidies, though government has all but eliminated
subsidized housing starts. Current benefit levels, and much more
about the AFDC program, are an affront to the conscience.

I say this both because of the religioub teachings of my
Church about justice in the economic order, found in the
statements of the Catholic Bishops, and because it is undeniably
a judgment which is shared by the other religious denominations
which make up our pluralistic society. I say it, too, based on
the experience of the hundreds of Catholic Charities agencies and
programs around the country which are involved in providing
service and advocacy for those least provided for in this
society, thos most hurt by lack of opportunity.

We are pleased to see a good measure of consensus reflected
in most of the proposals offered by leading members of the
Congress, and by other important groups in our society. It is

obvious that during the past 20 years, whale the Congress has
been immobilized on welfare reform, a generally accepted
consensus has developed on some basic values which any welfare
reform ought encompass. Clearly, there is a strong consensus
that - t need an additional prolonged era of benign
experiments such as the Administration's proposals would
encourage. Now is the time to begin to legislate a way out of
the present inhumane system to one which provides adequate
support for families, assistance for families to enter the
economic mainstream, and a supplement to their income if this
economic system doesn't offer adequate income protection for the
necessities of life.
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The consensus we see is one which reflects a genuine
federalism partnership between the national government and the
states, not an abdication of federal responsibility. Clearly the
federal gover.ment has a necessary and basic responsibility in
the income maintenance area for this economy is a national
economy, not governable by the policies of the various states.
There is a consensus, also, that any basic economic assistance
program for families ought be designed to help preserve the
integrity of those families. There is a clear recognition that
today, with an increasing percentage of mothers in the workforce,
society expects the family to sustain itself by work, wherever
possible. And in order to make a transition to the working world
possible for some parents, there is agreement that more must be
done in the way of providing education and training, and to make
the transition to gainful employment economically feasible.
While there does not seem to be accord on basic benefit levels,
there a good deal of recognition that our citizens have some
collect-ve responsibility to see that the lowest iizome citizens
are not zoth employed and still living below the poverty line.

Two things can be said about the official poverty line used
by the government. It was, first of all, a measure of income
which would only sustain a family at an adequate nutritional
level for a short period of time. Secondly, this poverty line
has been failing rapidly over the past two decades as a percent
of median income. In other words, again, those in poverty --
which include, I think, everyone receiving AFDC assistance --
have been getting poorer steadily, for 20 years, in relation to
the rest of the population.

Mr. Chairman, Catholic Charities USA is in general
agreement, as you know, with the features of reform which you
summarized last October, and which you kindly reviewed with our
Board of Directors this January. And I note that Congresswoman
Kennelly, formerly the Chair of our agency in Hartford,
Connecticut, recently introduced a bill which reflects the work
of the American Public Welfare Association, a bill similar to
yours in most principles. You have no lack of other bills before
you. I want to single out briefly a few basic provisions and
emphasize the position Catholic Charities would urge on the
members of you Subcommittee when you begin to mark up a bill.

Two Parent Families

Even if full scale welfare reform is not completed this
year, now is the time to enact a mandated program to cover two
parent families. There is no more key principle to be asserted
in improving welfare than that the program does nothing to
weaken, and everything to strengthen, family life. Yet about
half the states still require the absence of a parent before
providing AFDC assistance. There can be no reasons for this
other thane desire to cut down on government spending or poor
program design. And these are not sufficient reasons to foster
desertion or cheating. Other than an emphasis on work, there is
no clearer consensus in this nation than that welfare ought help
families, not hurt them. Not infrequently do our Catholic
Charities agencies have to provide services to both sides of a
marriage rendered asunder by a program of the state. Both
marriage partners suffer: the children suffer even more. Indeed
society suffers.

I repeat, whatever else Congress gets time to consider this
year, we urge that a two parent intact family benefit be moved
forward without delay.

Dependency and work

I observed above that changing female participation in the
workforce, for whatever reasons, has clearly changed the view of
what the public will support through public assistance. In
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addition we are all f what has seemingly been a growing
problem of dependency on welfare assistance on the part of some,
rather than the expected reliance on work for a livelihood. So
we support a well crafted set of programs designed to help most
adult recipients move to participation in the workforce.
However, we most strongly urge participation in such programs be
voluntary for mothers with small children, and any adult
necessary in the home to care for a disabled child or adult. We
think an exception to mandatory programs should be provided for
mothers with children under 6, or first grade age. Oui concern
here is twofolds the enduring life-long valued nurture provided
by close parenting of young children can be the most valuable
investment we can encourage. Secondly, many of the children we
are talking about live, we must recognize, in areas of our
communities where it is the most difficult to provide for
nurturing and protection.

For other adults, however, a well integrated and managed
program of supplemental education, work training and transitional
assistance to active participation in the workforce, is needed
on an expanded scale. I am not talking about 'work fare. And I
am talking about eventual meaningful jobs. In Catholic
Charities, we believe that it is both the government's
responsibility to help people get ready to work, and to see that
the jobs are there if the private economy does not provide them.

We also acknowledge that we must provide assistance in the
transition to the work force, and supplementation if the only
work available still leaves the family in poverty. Thus the
protection of Medicaid must be available for a reasonable length
of time, and to a reasonable level of income. There must be
available and affordable day care. And if the only work
available is at current rinimum wage, for example, additional
financial assistance through AFDC or Food Stamps much be
provided. And for families at a very low income, such assistance
must vary by family size.

National Responsibility

I admire the thoughtful process the Governors, and the AIWA
have gone through in an effort to arrive at a consensus on
welfare reform. But I believe history quite clearly tells us
that there ought be a national minimum benefit. Of course state
supplementation should still be encouraged. But the fact that
the great majority of the states have for years had a great
discrepancy between their own level of benefit and their own
standard of need is clear evidence that adequacy of benefit
across the nation will not be reached without a national minimum
benefit. To ease the transition to such a benefit we believe
that the federal government ought to bear an increased share of
the costs. Finally it should be obvious that benefits should be
indexed to inflation. If the tax system is so indexed, why not
protect the poorest among us as well.

Adolescent Mothers

Among the many areas of service engaging Catholic Charities
agencies is working with pregnant adolescents and their families.
On the basis of our experience we believe that such teenagers
should be encouraged to stay with their families, but that a
requirement that they do so could in very many instances be
harmful to the development of their maturity, to their siblings
and parents, and to their child. This is a requirement which
will save no one money in the long run, but may continue the
devastation which has begun. For those teenagers whose pregnancy
is the result of acting out and conflict within their family such
a requirement could be devastating. For others whose families
reject them there often is no where else to turn.

on the other hand a constructive way to encourage them to
stay with their parents, if that is possible, is to make it
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easier for them to stay by not counting the income of the parents
in determining eligibility for a benefit. Many children leave
their families for no other reason than that is the only way they
can get Medicaid coverage for the pregnancy and delivery, a coat
their families could not otherwise bear. Such a policy is short
sighted.

Case Management

Every once in a while some magazine or newspaper screams
that someone on welfare is getting or is eligible for multi-
thousands of dollars of benefits through various programs. I have
never found any poor person who has made it good like this,
though there may be a few fraudulent recipients. What these
stories do say to us is that the systems which provide assistance
are complex and not well integrated. While we would assume that
any reforms you undertake would integrate programs better, we
would argue for the availabiliy of a case management approach,
especially for those recipients, who through some combination of
characteristics, are needlessly dependent on public assistance.

I Say this, even though I generally believe that eligibility
for public assistance ought to be determined on an entitlement
basis in our society, and not ultimately be dependent on
utilizing casework services. Thus we do not believe that in good
conscience yel can cut the mother of a 7 year old off from
assistance because she won't cooperate in a work/study program.
and leave only a pittance of assistance for the 7 year old. That
is a problem of protective services.

But the extensive experience of our agencies in resettling
thousands and thousands of refugees, speaking no English, and
with work skills largely alien to our economy, suggests there are
ways of helping people negotiate the system, to facilitate
negotiating the path from dependency to a life of self
sufficiency in the economy of our country.

In closing let me express the earnest interest of Catholic
Charities around the country in the task you have before you to
lead the nation to a better way -- a more compassionate way -- a
more just way of helping the poorest of our fellow citizens.

Thank you.
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Chairman FORD. Father, if you would, we will take the other two
witnesses first.

The Chair recognizes Ms. Allen.

STATEMENT OF MARYLEE ALLEN, DIRECTOR, CHILD WELFARE
AND MENTAL HEALTH, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

Ms. ALLEN Thank you.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee I am Mary Lee

Allen, director of child welfare and mental health at he Children's
Defense Fuid [CDF], and I am very pleased to have the opportuni-
ty to appear before you this morning.

CDF has certainly looked to this subt...mmiitee for leadership on
behalf of poor children in the past and has been extremely pleased
and appreciative of your concern for and commitment to improve-
ments on their behalf.

Today, I appear before you with cautious optimism as you contin-
ue to explore the complexities of we::are reform. While CDF cer-
tainly welcomes the resurgence of interest in improvements within
the current welfare system and is encouraged by the consensus
that is emerging, we are also deeply concerned that the much her-
alded consensus may end up being more rhetorical than real.

Without a willingness to make additional investments in low
uicome families and to begin by making initial deposits on that in-
vestment this year, progress will not occur. f me argue that these
are investments we cannot afford. However f nation, as you well
know, is already paying a high price for %. _lerred or neglected in-
vestments, one that is reflected in the cost of our welfare programs,
as well as in the lost potential of millions of Americans

In our written statement, we outline a number of specific steps
that we urge you to take this year to begin to help poor families
and to move toward true welfare reform. These recommendations
are really embodied in a three-pronged welfare reform strategy,
which includes: tint, preventive investments to strengthen the op-
portunities afforded our youth to ensure their future self-sufficien-
cy and avoid their reliance on the welfare system; second, initial
efforts to enhance education, training and employment opportuni-
ties to assist families on AFDC when possible to become self-suffi-
cient; and, third, steps to strengthen our Nation'a system of basic
income supports to ensure the healthy development of our poor
children.

What I would like to do just briefly this morning is highlight just
one or two recommendations in each cf these three areas.

First, in the area of prevention, CDF believes that there is an
urgent need for targeted assistance to young tamilies. Teens who
head AFDC families typically have severe educational deficits and
face the bleakest employment prosy -^ts. Data from the national
longitudinal survey of young Americans analyzed by Dr. Andrew
Sum at Northear'ern University suggest that the average AFDC
mother between tne ages of 17 and 21 reads at only the sixth grade
level. Two-thirds of such young mothers have basic reading and
math skills That place them in the bottom one-fifth of all young
women in that age group.
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As a result, families headed by these young mothers tend to
remain on AFDC for relatively long periods in the absence of inten-
sive education and training programs to help them move on. To
date, however, very, very few States have demonstrated success in
serving this hwhly-chsadvantaged segment of the AFDC population.

In light of this and in an attempt to make a preventive invest-
ment, CDF urges the subcommittee in its consideration of federal
support for welfare employment initiatives to authorize separate
funding for State programs designed to begin to meet the multiple
needs of young AFDC parents who volunteer for such programs
and their children. By avoid sweeping new mandates at this stage
and gradually building the size and scope of these new comprehen-
sive efforts, States will better be able to develop the range of serv-
ices that are needed by these young parents. They can better re-
spond to their look at the need for supportive child care. They can
also develop the careful assessments that will have to be done ini-
tially to determine what a young woman who dropped out of high
school at $ige 14 and is now 18 needs in terms of education to
enable her U) get back into the mainstream.

In addition; this approach, which would allow each State to begin
with a comprehensive program, would give States the opportunity
to structure careful evaluations which will help them identify the
most effective strategies for improving the employment prospects
of young parents. This evaluation will help States to determine the
sorts of services and supports that will be necessary for this par-
ticular population, as contrasted to their larger case loads.

Second, in the area of enhanced employment opportunities for
adults on AFDC, we also urge you to take steps now to prevent
States from diluting scarce resources and thereby undermining the
effectiveness of Federal efforts. Certainly the goal of providing edu-
cation, training and employment opportunities for all AFDC recipi-
ents who need them is a laudable one, but obviously it cannot be
realized overnight.

The recent survey of AFDC work programs by the General Ac-
counting Office [GAO] found that the predominant service provided
in 1985 by WIN demonstration programsand I think we have
learned from experience that in many States the WIN demonstra-
tion programs are the cream of the cropwas job search assist-
ance, that few support services were provided to participants in
these programs, and that most of the progri.ms spent less than
$600 per participant. Much more is obviously needed for recipients
with more serious barriers to employment.

Consider, for example, and think of thl $600 per participant.
Why day care costs alone easily can run 6..1 high as $200 a month
for preschool children and double that for infants and toddlers. It
is not unusual for monthly infant care costs to exceed the amount
provided to an AFDC family of three in some States. Parents who
participate in welfare employment programs must be helped to
locate high-quality child care and assisted to pay for it.

CDF recommends that the subcommittee take incremental steps
this year toward a more comprehensive welfare employment pro-
gram by requiring States to begin with the provision of services to
AFDC recipients who voluntarily seek to participate. We well rec-
ognize and share your concern that an emphpsis on voluntary par-
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ticipation alone might divert resources away from those recipients
most in need of assistance. Therefore, we recommend coupling the
emphasis on voluntary participation with Federal mandates for ag-
gressive outreach efforts by States to stimulate voluntary participa-
tion and effective incentives to reward recruitment of more disad-
vantaged segments of the population.

Efforts must be undertaken to provide the volunteers individual-
ized assessments, a range of service options to meet the individual
needs that are identified, including suppc-tive services and transi-
tional child care and health care as well.

Before moving on from the employment area, I just wanted to
mention another one of our recommendations relating to better en-
abling families on AFDC to take advantage of employment options
that are available to them.

Rules in place since 1981 have made it almost impossible for re-
cipients, many of whom work only part time, to supplement even
extremely low wages with minimal AFDC payments. In Kentucky,
for example, a parent with two children working 26 hours a week
at the minimum wage, less than half of the poverty level, is ineligi-
ble for AFDC, and this is not an atypical situation.

Certainly there is little to encourage a mother in such a situa-
tion to avail herself of part-time employment opportunities that
may come along. CDF, therefore, encourages the subcommittee to
include in any welfare employment package changes in AFDC that
would better assist recipients to take advantage of employment op-
portunities. These include the extension and expansion of the
earned income disregards in the AFDC Program and other specific
recommendations that we have included in our testimony.

Third and finally, we come to the area of basic income support.
We have been concerned that within the broader consensus that is
emerging on welfare reform, that this piece is too often left out. Al-
though this subcommittee has assumed a leadership role in empha-
sizing the need to address income supports available to low income
children, more must be done.

It is very easy to focus all of the attention on the needs of par-
ents on AMC, and to forget about the investments that are needed
now to ekisure that the children in these families will, in fact, be
able to achieve future self-sufficiency themselves.

We certainly smrt your efforts, Mr. Chairman, as you know,
to mandate the unemployed parent program in all 50 States
and the District of Columbia. We also urge you to begin this year
to phase in a national minimum combined AFDC and food stamp
benefit equal to the Federal poverty level, reaching at least 75 per-
cent of that level by October 1991.

7'; is a tragedy when you consider that as of July 1986 AFDC and
food stamp benefitscombined benefitsfor a family of three in 41
States were still below 75 percent of the poverty level. Many Amer-
icans spend more on car payments each month than States spend
for cash assistance to a poor child.

Certainly the challenges that are involved better meeting the
needs of poor children and families are great. We urge you now to
begin to capitalize on the consensus that has been achieved by
making initial deposits this year on investments that are needed
for poor children and poor families.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Statement of MaryLee Allen, Director, Child Welfare and
Mental Health, Children's Defense Fund

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am MaryLee Alien, Director of Child Welfare and Mental
Health at the Children's Defense Fund (COP), a privately-
supported public charity that for nearly 15 years has sought to
serve as an advocate for poor children and their families. CDF's
goal is to educate the nation about the needs of poor children
and to encourage preventive investments which will protect and
promote their full and healthy development. CDF's work spans a
broad range of public policy issues, including family income,
health care, education, youth employment, child care, and
specialized services that are essential to the well-being of the
next generation and to the future of the nation.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the
Subcommittee today as you address the complexities of welfare
reform and the challenges before you in improving the plight of
poor children and families in this country. CD? has looked to
the Subcommittee for leadership for poor children in the past,
and is deeply appreciative of your concern for them and your
commitment improvements on their behalf.

CD? welcomes the resurgence of interest in improvements
within the current welfare system, and we believe that the
Congress can and should take a number of immediate steps this
year to make the system more effective in meeting the needs of
poor children and their families. However, we are also deeply
concerned that the much-heralded consensus for change is more
rhetorical than real. Without a willingness to make additional
investments in low-income families, we believe it will prove
impossible to make significant progress in the welfare reform
arena.

There is much discussion of a new consensus around welfare
reform, a consensus built largely upon a renewed emphasis on
employment and initiatives to increase employability. Yet we
must not exaggerate tne potential impact of such efforts. At
best, effective education and training programs will offer much-
needed assistance to some adults on AFDC, thereby yielding
valuable but relatively modest reductions in welfare use. It is
unrealistic to expect that welfare employment programs alone can
either replace the current system of income supports or eliminate
the need for sustained investments to protect the futures of the
next generation of children now growing up in poor families.

The central role of investments in poor families is
highlighted by discussions of a "social contract," a set of
mutual obligations fulfilled both by government and recipients of
public assistance. Rather than simply requiring work as a means
of punishing or discouraging families who seek income support,
the principle of a "social contract" purports to recognize that
substantial reductions in reliance upon welfare can be achieved
only by eliminating barriers to employment through public
investments in education, training, and supportive services.
Unfortunately, it remains unclear whether the federal government
is prepared to fulfill its part of the bargain by ensuring
meaningful help for adults who are now shut out of the labor
market.

Genuine welfare reform must go beyond an exclusive focus on
ities and pursue a three-pronged

strategy: (1) preventive investments to reduce reliance upon
welfare; (2) c,..mprehensive efforts to help current recipients
make the transition from welfare To employment; and (3) steps to
strengthen our system of basic income supports to ensure the full
and healthy development of children living in poor households.

PREVENTIVE INVESTMENTS TO REDUCE RELIANCE UPON WELFARE

CDP strongly believes that preventive investments in poor
families and children can significantly reduce welfare use and
strengthen the economic self-sufficiency of all Americans. While
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assistance for families already relying upon AFDC is
too little attention has been paid to preventive investments
which reduce the number of families entering the welfare sys'em
We canno. continue to be so shortsighted.

Common sense and careful research both suggest that young
people who reach key milestones in their transition to adult-
hood -- strong basic academic skills, a high school diploma, a
first steady job or a chance to go on to colleJe -- are the most
likely to secure stable employment and earn adey2.te incomes
which can support families. In contrast, teens and aou'.a wh,
do not acquire these basic skills and work experience are at
greatest risk of becoming long-term welfare recipients.

Recent research suggests that the level of a youn' person's
basic reading and math skills is a particularly important factor
in shaping his or her prospects for future achievement and
eventual self-sufficiency. According to analyses of data from
the National Longitudinal Survey of Young Americans by Dr. Andrew
Sum of Northeastern University's Center for Labor Market Studies,
teenagers with poor basic academic skills are at the greatest
risk by far of encountering a diverse range of problems which
jeopardize their ability to support themselves and their families
in adulthood. For example, youth who by age 18 have the weakest
reading and math skills, when compared to those with above-
average basic skills, are: seven times more likely to drop out
of school before graduation; four times more likely to be both
out of work and out of school; three times more likely to become
a parent during their teenage yeas; and four times more likely
to be forced to rely upon AFDC for income support.

Poverty among young families is both a cause and a result of
these basic skills deficits and their consequences. Growing up
in a poor family dramatically increases a young person's chances
of ending up with poor basic skills: more than three-fourths of
all poor /truth have below-average reading and math skills. The
cycle of joverty is perpetuated as the cumulative results of
poverty and weak basic skills -- including high drop out,
unemployment, and teen pregnancy rates -- pose additional
obstacles to gainful employment and eventual self-sufficiency.

If we are to break this cycle of poverty among our youngest
and most vulnerable families, we must strengthen our preventive
investments on behalf of poor and minority youth who ars not yet
parents and who still have a chance to avoid reliance upon
welfare. CDF's work on adolescent pregnancy prevention over the
past five years has convinced us that we can reduce rates of too-
early childbearing and subsequent welfare use among our youth
through education, training, and supportive services which
provide hope for the future, and make it possible ..or the youth
to support themselves. We hope that Congress will continue to
build upon successful, cost-effective programs such as Headstart,
Chapter I, and Job Corps thet target assistance to at-risk
children and youth as part of its long-term welfare reform
strategy.

In the near term, however, there is also an urgent need for
targeted assistance to young families already relying upon AFDC.
Teens and young adults who head AFDC families typically have
severe --a face the bleakest employment
prospects. Data from the National Longitudinal Survey suggest
that the average AFDC mother between the ages of 17 and 21 rears
at only the sixth grade level. Two-thirds of such young mothers
have basic skills that place them in the bottom one-fifth of all
young women in their age group. As a result, families headed by
young women tend to remain on AFDC for rlatively long periods in
the absence of intensive education and training programs to
assist them in making the transition from welfare to employment.

Few welfare employment efforts supported by the federal
government or undertaken by states thus far have managed to
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tackle the difficult problems facing young parents on AFDC who
have weak basic academic skills and little or no prior employment
experience. To some extent, this result is a predictable
consequence of drastic reductions in WIN funding (which has
declined /0 percent since 1981) and pressures upon states to
stretch inadequate resources and reach more recipients serving
less disadvantaged groups. Yet the Reagan administration has
refused to recognize the inadequacy of current federal funding
levels for developing the more intensive programs which young
AFDC families need. Even the administration's new AFDC Summer
Youth Employment and Training Amerdments would merely divert
badly-needed funds from summer programs for poor and minority
youth with no significant additional federal investments.

As part of a preventive investment strategy, CDF urges the
Subcommittee in its consideration of federal support for welfare
employment initiatives to authorize separate funding for state
programs which attempt to meet the multiple needs of young AFDC
parents who volunteer for such programs and their children. This
approach would give states an opportunity to develop the
comprehensive services necessary to cope with the difficult
challenges posed by young families, and to structure careful
evaluations which will identify effective strategies for
improving their employment prospects. In additicn, by avoiding
sweeping new mandates and gradually building the size and scope
of such programs, states will be able to develop more intensive
programs in areas such as remedial education and supportive child
care for young children which currently do not exist in many
communities.

ASSISTING THE TRANSITION FROM WELFARE TO EMPLOYMENT

Of course, the lack of adequate education and training which
blocks the road to self-sufficiency for many teen parents also
poses formidable barriers to employment and future labor market
success for many adults on AFDC. Many states have sought to
address these needs under the structure of the current WIN
program. The experimentation in which they have engaged during
the past several years has improved our understanding of the keys
to success in this important area. However, the existing program
still fails to encourage the targeting of scarce resources on
more intensive services for more disadvantaged AFDC recipients.
As a result, too many state programs are dominated by short-term,
low-cost interventions which offer limited assistance to the most
employable segment of the AFDC population but fall far short of
what is needed to achieve significant labor market gains or
lasting reductions in overall welfare use.

In theory, there seems to be broad agreement regardIng the
necessary components of a more comprehensive and effective
welfare employment program. Individualized assessments of
participants' needs are an essential foundation for any effort.
A range of service options must then be available to respond to
the diverse needs that are identified, including intensive
investments in remedial education, vocatiorzl training,
supervised work experience, and supportive services including
child care. Transitional chili care and health care coverage are
also needed to remove major obstacles to employment for AFDC
recipients.

While this apper _ _ -couraging, current
welfare employment programs fall far short of fulfilling these
requirements. Current appropriations under WIN are sufficient to
serve only a small fraction of those adults on AFDC who could
benefit from employment-related activities. The General
Accounting Office (GAO) has found that in states with WIN
Demonstration programs, only 22 percent of adults on AFDC
received employment-related services, and approximately one-fifth
of those served were men. The federal government also now fails
to ensure the availability of child care to participants in
education or training programs and adequate transitional
assistance to those moving off of AFDC into employment. Thus,
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although our rhetoric may reflect broad agreement, we remain a
long way from translating this consensus into reality.

Developing a Comprehensive System to Bolster Employability

In light of these serious deficiencies in existing federal
policies and federally supported programs, we believe that
proposals to require all adults on AFDC except those with very
young children to participate in welfare employment programs are
unrealistic and ultimately counterproductive. The goal of
providing education, training, and supportive services to all
AFDC recipients who need them is a laudable one. However, we
cannot realize this goal overnight. In the interim, we must
establish a series of incremental steps toward a more com-
prehensive system which strikes and maintains a balance between
the responsibilities of states to provide necessary help and
expectations that adults on AFDC, when possible, will participate
in employment-related activities.

CDF believes that the provision of services to AFDC
recipients who voluncarily seek to participate is a logical
starting point for the development of more effective welfare
employment programs. Ensuring priority service to volunteer
reinforces the themes of personal initiative and Jelf-help
which underlie this nation's commitment to employment and
potential self-sufficiency. Voluntary participation also
promotes effectiv. use of scarce federal resources by focusing
services on those who are clearly motivated to take advantage of
them.

CDF shares the Subcommittee's concern that an emphasis
on voluntary participation alone might divert resources away from
those AFDC recipients most in need of assistance. We believe,
however, that these conflicting policy goals can be reconciled
through clear federal mandates for aggressive outreach efforts by
states to stimulate voluntary participation and effective
incentives to d recruitment of more disadvantaged segments
of the AFDC population. The great majority of adults on AFDC
want to be employed, and welfare employment programs which are
presented as an opportunity rather than an obligation will tap
this essential motivation. The experience in Massachusetts
convinces us that if a state is committed to encouraging
voluntary participation and offers real help to AFDC recipients,
adults with more serious barriers to employment will enter a
welfare employment program.

To maximize voluntary participation, CDF recommends that
states be required to undertake a eeries of outreach and
recruitment efforts, including special iritiatives to reach more
disadvantaged adults on AFDC. These outreach efforts at a
minimum should include: distribution of written materials
coupled with informational briefings describing opportunities
available through welfare employment programs; an individualized
assessment of circumstances which pose barriers to employment;
a follow-up letter or other contact to adults on AFDC who do
not register to participate in such programs within a defined
period; and personal counseling regarding the availability and
importance of remedial educational activities and various
supportive services for persons identified through the
individualized in need of such services.

CDF believes that, given projected funding levels for
welfare employment programs during the next few years, these
outreach and recruitment efforts will generate an ample par-
ticipation base for welfare employment programs in many ar-ss.
In the event that adequate participation levels are not achieved
through these means, the scope of any participation requirements
should be closely tied to the availability of education,
training, and supportive services, and to the ability of such
programs to place job-ready individuals in permanent employment.
A state's success in achieving high levels of voluntary
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participation in its programs should continue to be a primary
factor in evaluating the effectiveness of its efforts.

Targeting Resources on Those Most in Need

The scarcity of current federal resources for welfare
employment activities not only requires a phasing in of program
responsibilities and requirements, but also makes the targeting
of such resources on priority activities extremely important.
To be effective, targeting efforts must counteract political
pressures on states to produce immediate results and involve large
numbers of AFDC recipients in work-related activities. They also
must protect against the use of federal funds for activities
which do not enhance the employability of AFDC recipients.

In the absence of adequate resources to serve even a
majority of adults on AFDC, the great danger is that states will
spread their resources too thinly, relying heavily on short-term
low-cost interventions and thereby diluting the effectiveness of
welfare employment programs. A recent survey by GAO led
that the predominant service provided by SIN demonstration
programs in 1985 was job search assistance, that few support
services were provided to participants, and that three-fourths of
all programs surveyed spent less than $600 per participant. The
Reagan administration's GROW proposal, with its emphasis on high
levels of overall participation in less intensive work
activities, would further exacerbate this already disturbing
trend and (according to C80 estimates) actually increase net
federal AFDC costs by as much as $756 million in 1992.

Incentives for states to resist this dilution of scarce
resources are an essential part of a cost-effective federal
welfare employment policy. Superficial lob search or work
experience programs may provide temporary help to those already
prepared to enter the labor market but offer little assistance
to recipients with more serious barriers to employment. In
contrast, research by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MOW) strongly suggests that the greatest returns
from welfare employment programs may be achieved by focusing
resources on more disadvantaged segments of the AFDC population.
Careful evaluations of Supported Work and CETA training efforts
have similarly documented the benefits of serving individuals
with more serious barriers to employment.

The provision of incentive bonuses to states which reach
appropriate performance goals can provide a useful mechanism for
encouraging the development of more intensive services targeted
on harder-to-employ individuals. Unfortunately, data that exist
on the past performance of welfare employment programs, and
particularly those focused on more disadvantaged AFDC recipients,
do not provide a sufficient basis for the establishment of
reliable performance standards which would prevent the dilution
of scarce federal resources. Therefore, we encourage the
Subcommittee in the initial year of any new welfare employment
program to reward states solely for their success in stimulating
voluntary participation and serving more disadvantaged adults on
AFDC, and at the same time to require state data collection
efforts which could serve as the basis for more comprehensive
performance measures in subsequent years.

Finally, t'- -ffectiveness
employment programs cannot be guarante.d unless the use of
federal funds is restricted to activities which have the
potential for enhancing the employability and eventual self
sufficiency of adults on AFDC. While structured work experience
for a limited period of time can prove valuable for individuals
without a recent employment history, open-ended work assignments
as currently authorized under the Community Rork Experience
Program (CWEP) have not been shown to be effective in improving
prospects for employment among disadvantaged adults. Further-
more, there is considerable potential for abuse of mandatory work
assignments under CWEP, as evidenced by reports from New York,

S

44 6



442

Pennsylvania, and Mississippi that regular employees are being
replaced with uncompensated CMS' participants. For these
reasons, CDT urges the Subcommittee to prohibit the use of
federal funds for CUP, allowing states as an alternative to
operate supervised work experience programs for a maximum of 13
weeks as currently authorised under MIN.

Ensuring the Provision of Quality Child Care

Virtually every set of pending welfare reform proposals
acknowledges that child care must be provided while the family is
on AFDC and continued when the family is moved off the rolls.
Yet funds to support quality child care are not available, and
even if funds are appropriated for this puroose the nation's
child care system cannot immediately expar to accommodate
dramatic increases in demand. The comple :les involved in
providing child care to new large groups of low income children
must be addressed.

A review of child care needs across the country reveals that
the lack of adequate child care at reasonable cost is already a
barrier to stable employment for many Americans.

o A 1985 study in Washington state found that nearly two-
thirds of AFDC mothers surveyed identified child care
difficulties as primary obstacle to seeking and
keeping a job.

o In Colorado in FY 1985, 7,062 AFDC mothers registered
in the WIN program each month, yet only 433 children of
WIN participants received subsidize.) child care.

o In Tennessee, licensed programs are available for only
one out of five infants and toddlers who need care, and
estimated 65,000 children care for themselves before
and after school while their parents work.

The recent GAO report, Work and Welfare: Current AFDC Work
Programs and Implications fo7TivieralM117-7 notTWarlEoUTTO
percent orTts AFDC work program respon ents said that lack of
child care prevented participation. In certain , shortages
of child care providers seemed to pose major problems in arranging
child care for participants. work programs, however, reported
spending very little on child care. Child care accounted for
only 6.4 percent of the median program's budget.

Many of the AFDC work programs turned to the Title XX Social
Services Block Grant for assistance. Yet this major source of
federal funding for day care has been significantly reduced in
recent years. In 1981, funds for Title XX were cut by 21
percent. In 1986, 29 states spent less in real terms for Title
XX child care services than they did in 1981, and 23 states
served fewer children. The $2.7 billion available today for the
Title XX Program, only a portion of which goes for child care, is
only one-half the amount in real dollars of its value a decade
ago.

Parents in education or training programs have been par-
ticularly hurt by these Title XX cutbacks because their child
care needs are often seen as a lower priority. Since 1981, over
20 states have complc:cl, zlimincttzl Title r.r.
for mothers in school or training or restricted the school or
training programs that were eligible for Title XX assist,alce.
The child care disregard, under which AFDC recipients can deduct
their child care expenses from their earnings, is also not
available to women in education and training programs.

Part-time education, training, and employment activities are
increasingly being described as options, particularly for parents
of young children. Such a recommendation, h , does not
necessarily ease the burdens involved in finding adequate child
care. In fact part -rime child care may be even harder to find
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than full-time care, because providers are reluctant to give up a
slot that will be used for only a portion of the day.

The gaps between child care supply and demand are even more
obvious for young children, particularly infants and toddlers.
Significantly higher costs of care for very young children due to
lower staff/child ratios and smaller group size have resulted in
a scarce supply of affordable regulated care. It is not unusual,
for example, for the monthly cost of infant care to exceed the
monthly grant that a three person AFDC family gets in some
states.

In California, infant care costs rang, from $290 to
$400 a month at licensed day care centers, as contrasted
with $200 a month for pre-school care. Family day care
rates average 21 percent more for infants than for
older children.

o In St. Louis, Missouri, child care in a licensed center
ranges from $260 to $320 a month for children under
two. Family day care for infants ranges from $1110 to
$200 a month.

Approximately 60 percent of AFDC families have children
younger than six; 37.9 percent have children under three. It is
not realistic to assume that child care can be immediately
provided for even a significant portion of these children. As a
first step, therefore, we urge you to orovide a source of child
care funding that can accommodate those parents with young children
who choose to participate in education, traininn, or employment
programs. The child care subsidies provided must allow parents
to purchase care in supportive settings. Preferably, child care
should be provided through contracts with child care providers or
through child care certificates.

It is important that parents not be pressured into piecing
together a network of low -cost or no-cost arrangements, including
relatives and unlicensed providers, that may be fragile and
unreliable. Such arrangements may jeopardize the parents'
employment experience and also deny children the developmental
supports they need. Studies have documented the valuable long-
term effects of 'preschool' and 'early childhood development"
programs such as Mead Start on low income three and four year
olds and states are making progress in developing such programs.
It is terribly important therefore that you not promote the
development of a 'two-tier' child care system in an attempt to
push all parents of young children into training or employment
programs. AFDC families most be helped to locate high quality
care and assisted to pay for it. In many states it may be
n y to provide funds to increase the supply of licensed
care, as California has done.

Establishing Transitional Assistance

The success of state efforts to help AFDC recipients
achieve self-sufficiency also depends heavily upon steps by
the Subcommittee to improve assistance provided for those
individuals on AFDC who are making the transition to employment.
K ey changes in the AFDC program which CDF encourages the
Subcommittee to consider include:

o extension and expansion of the earned income disregards,
eliminating the current time limitations and applying
the disregards in both initial eligibility and
subsequent benefit determinations;

o eliminating the 100 hour work rule as it applies to
families in the AFDC-Unemployed Parent Program;

o indexing of deductions for work related expenses so
that they keep pace with increases in actual costs; and
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o a requirement that the Earned Income Tax Credit be
adjusted for family size and disregarded in calcu-
lations of AFDC and food stamp eligibility and
benefits.

These changes must be made this year if we intend to reward
parents on AFDC -,,ho seek employment in order to better support
their families.

It is also essential that families continue to receive child
care and health care assistance when they lose their AFDC
benefits for employment-related reasons. Many proposals have
recommended co Linuation of assistance for at least a year, and
certainly that would be an improvement. However, we urge you to
go beyond a simple twelve month extension because for too many
families nothing magical happens at that point.

With regard to child care assistance, we recommend that you
continue a family's assistance on a sliding fee scale basis
until its income reaches the level which would make the child
ineligible for subsidized child care in the state where the
family resides. Under the Massachusetts ET Program, for example,
families continue their eligibility for child care vouchers for a
year during which time efforts are made to get them into other
subsidized child care programs. Those families not able to get
other help are often then granted extensions of child care
assistance beyond a year.

A similar approach should be used in the provision of health
care. We urge you to mandate continuous Medicaid coverage for at
least 18 months for families who leave AFDC for employment
related reasons and to then provide states several options for
extended coverage after 18 months. States should be able to
use Medicaid funds to buy group health insurance for families in
instances where employer coverage is available but cannot be
afforded, or to provide Medicaid to low income workers on the
basis of an income-adjusted premium if insurance is not 'ch
available. Unless some ongoing health care assistance I.
provided, those who are employed in low paying jobs will likely
have no coverage for themselves and almost certainly none for
their dependents. In the United States today, three-quarters of
the uninsured are workers and their families. Two-thirds of all
uninsured workers have employers that offer no health insurance
coverage. Only eleven percent of uninsured workers even have the
option of purchasing group coverage.

IMPROVING INCOME SUPPORTS FOR THE NEXT GENERATION

Too frequently in discussions of welfare reform the
needs of children for basic income supports are ignored as all
attention is focused on their parents. Consistent with a pre-
ventive investment strategy, we urge u to address the need for
early investments and supports for children in poor families to
ensure that they too develop the strength!, necessary for later
self-sufficiency.

Today we are failing to provide basic income security to
many of America's children. More than one out of every five
children in 1985 lived in families with incomes below the poverty
line and more than 40 percent of these were in families whose
incomes were less than half of the pc-crty line. Many of ch,lAr.s
are poor because they are receiving no help at all from absent
fathers, or are receiving very inadequate child support payments.
Data analyses by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities also
show that half of the increase in poverty since 1981 is due to a
decline in cash benefits such as Social Security, unemployment
insurance, and public assistance. Today we will focus only on
the inadequacies of current support available to poor children
and families through the AFDC program, because we understand
there will be a later opportunity to discuss with the
Subcommittee needed refolis in the child support area.
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In most every state today families and children who receive
AFDC must subsist on assistance at a level far below the poverty
line. The maximum AFDC benefit for a family of three in July
1986 was less than half the federal poverty level in 31 states
and the District of Columbia. According to federal poverty
guidelines, in 1986 a family of three needed $760 a month to meet
its most basic needs. But the state of Alabama provided a
maximum AFDC grant for a family of three of $118 a month;
Illinois provided $341 a month; Massachusetts, a more generous
state, provided $476 a month; and California, the top state in
AFDC benefit levels (after Alaska), provided $617 a month.

Benefit levels are increasingly inadequate because almost no
state has adjusted them to keep up with inflation during the
1970s and 1980s. Real AFDC monthly benefits fell by 33 percent
in the median state between July 1970 and January 1985.

Even with the help of food stamps, AFDC families generally
fall well short of the poverty line. In July 1986 help provided
by these two programs to an AFDC family of three was less than
three-fourths of the federal poverty line in 40 states and the
District of Columbia, nearly double the number (21) in 1981.

Many-Americans spend more on cars each month than states
spend for cash assistance to a poor child. In August 1985 the
average monthly AFDC benefit per person was $117.70. According
to the National Automobile Dealers Assosqation, the average
monthly installment payment for a new car purchased in 1?:5 was
$274.56 -- 2.3 times as high.

Initial steps must be taken now to encourage states to
increase benefits available to poor children and families.
First, the Subcommittee should amend the AFDC statute this year to
require states to adjust their need standards, against which AFDC
benefit levels are established, to reflect adequately current
living costs in the state. And in an attempt to compare living
costs across the country, the standard of need in each state must
be required to include, at a minimum, basic necessities such as
housing and furnishings, food, clothing, transportation,
utilities, and other maintenance costs.

It has been almost 20 years since states were last required
by Federal law to update their need standards, and in a number of
states they remain extremely low. As of July 1986 the need
standard for a family of three (theoretically the amount a family
requires to support a minimum standard of living in a state) was
below the federal poverty line in every state, and in 38 states
was below 75 percent of the federal poverty level.

The Subcommittee should further amend AFDC to require states
to begin to phase in benefit increases to meet the standard and
offer states an enhanced federal match as an incentive to do so.
By October 1991, all states should be required to provide
combined AFDC and food stamp benefits at least equal to 75
percent of the federal poverty level with subsequent increases to
100 percent. It is important for us not to lose sight of the
need to support our children adequately as we are working to
enhance training and employment initiatives and child support
enforcement efforts.

All families, including those headed by e.r,^.A lndl-
vIduals, should be assured a level of subsistence that will
enable them to meet their children's needs. Rather than
penalizing families that are struggling to work, often part-time
and at very low wages, supplemental assistance should be
available to support them. The expansion of the AFDC earnings
disregards would be a significant step forward in that direction.

An adequate income support system is also critical for
families in which parents are not a,le to participate
in education, training or employment programs. The parents
themselves may have medical or emotional problems, or be caring
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for others with such needs. For example, the Illinois Young
Parents' Program, a special education, training and employment
program for parents younger than 21 on AFDC, found that about
one-fourth of the parents who chose to enroll in the program had
family or other social problems preventing their immediate
participation in the program's education or employment components
and requiring services from other providers.

As we work to improve the level of assistance available for
poor families, we must also take immediate steps to ensure that
these benefits are provided in a way that supports families.
CDF strongly supports your efforts to require all states to
extend AFDC coverage to otherwise eligible poor two-parent
families through the AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-UP) program.
We also hope you will include in the AFDC-UP mandate a provision
that will allow young parents to substitute quarters in school or
lob training programs for the prior work history requirement.

As you attempt to support families through AFDC, we also
urge you to repeal the grandparent deeming and standard filing
unit requirements added to the program in 1984. These changes
in the AFDC program's federal statute have put additional
pressures on young parents to live apart from their own parents.
The first change requires that in determining a minor parent's
AFDC eligibility, a port .n of his or her own parent's income (if
that grandparent is not receiving AFDC) must be counted as
available to the minor parent and the grandchild when they are
living in the parent's home, regardless of whether the parent's
income is actually available to and being used to help the minor
parent and child. Prior to 1984, the parent's income had to be
counted as available only to the minor child but not the grand-
child, unless the grandparent actually was contributing to tie
grandchild's support. As a result of the provision, there is
evidence that some teen parents who had been living at home lave
lost AFDC and medical care for themselves and for their babies
and in some cases have been forced to move out on their own.

The standard filing unit requirement has also placed
increased pressure on young teens in AFDC families to move out
if they have babies. Because under the change the teen is not
eligible for a separate grant for herself and her baby, her own
family's already inadequate AFDC grant must be stretched further
to meet her infant's needs as well. The additional $30 to $60 a
month typically added to the family's grant is barely enough to
pay for diapers and certainly does not cover other basic needs.

Policies such as these which pressure young parents to
forego the supports and opportunities that may be available to
them if they choose to live at home must be eliminated. In our
view, an approach that ensures that minor parents and their
children who are able to live at home will be financially as well
off as if they establish their own households is the most
effective way to encourage them to stay at home.

Certainly the challenges involved in better meeting the
needs of poor children and families in this country are great.
We are encouraged by the increasing consensus about at least some
o' the essential elements that must be addressed '1 any strategy
to help all families escape poverty. is you know, however, poor
families will not be helped by consensus alone. Therefore, we
urge the Subcommittee to '!gin now to translate this ,nn..nsns
into specific actions this year. I believe the recommendations I
have made this morning offer you that opportunity to move ahead.
The Children's Defense Fund is eager to work with you as you do
so. Thank you.
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Kevin Aslanian.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN M. ASLANIAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CO-
ALITION OF CALIFORNIA WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS,
INC.

Mr. ANAMAN. Thank you.
I am with the Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organiza-

tions. We are pleased to be here to testify before you about this im-
portant event which will affect just about every AFDC welfare re-
cipient welfare mother in the country.

In the past, in 1960's, the welfare commissioner descended upon
Washington and promised Congress that give every AFDC recipient
a social worker and we will find them jobs. After 10 years of giving
open-ended appropriations to social workers, the Congress discov-
ered that the case kisds did not go down, they went down. Welfare
commissioners are back again in 1987, 1986, asking again for case
management, open-endod appropriations, and now employment and
training programs, to find everybody a job.

I think after 4 to 5 years, you find that that is not the case be-
cause we still have about 7 million people unemployed in America
and there is about 1.5 people on AFDC and a limited number of
jobs in America.

In California, 1980, 30 percent of the cases was working and had
outside income. Today, it is down to 5 percent. It is not that work is
not attractive these days; it is that if the woman works, she cannot
feed her child, the children starve the last 2 weeks of the month
because the food money goes for child care and for transportation,
and the reason for that is very simple.

In 1981, de_ lotions are limited to 4 months and then you
changed the $30 to 12 months, but, still, the one-third deduction
was limited to 4 months. That has to be rescinded. The 30 and a
third should be open-ended.

AFDC recipients are only allowed a $75 work-related deduction.
The $75 is supposed to account for the difference between the net
and the gross income, and also the transportation. That may have
made sense in 19.0, but in 1985, it is ludicrous.

Women are penalized for late reporting. If the monthly income
report is due on the 11th day of the month and they happen to get
it in on the 12th day of the month, 2 months down the line, they do
not get the child care deductions. So, what happens, she has to quit
her job because she cannot pay the child care. The late reporting
penalty should be abolished.

You need to mandate AFDC-UP and wipe c it that hundred hour
rule. That hundred-hour rule is nuts.

If a woman is working and then she is laid off after working for
6 months under the retrospective budgeting, 2 months down the
line they continue to count this income. So, pretty soon what hap-
pens, the reward for working is that they end up homeless and
foodless because they do not have the money to pay the rent and
they do not have the money to buy food with. We would recom-
mend, as reflected in our written testimony, a hu 'red percent
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supplemental payment where the income is reduced by more than80 percent.
We also believe that there should be coverage of pregnant

women. A woman pregnant for the first 6 months, gets no AFDC.
So, your only option basically is an abortion or maybe have a de-
formed baby, and we believe that all children, even unborn chil-
dren, are children that should be deemed to be a child for the pur-
poses of AFDC.

We also suggest that you should expand and make emergency as-
sistance mandatory on all States and target it to make sure that
people in immediate need of emergency assistance, get some kind
of aid.

We suggest that what we have over here is a jobs problem. Wel-
fare recipients want a job, they do not want a welfare check, and
please do not send us to the welfare department to get a job. Jobs
in America are obtained from the employment service agencies.
That is where the jobs are, and I do not know why welfare recipi-
ents are being asked to go through welfare department to get a job.

When you have electrical problems, you do not call the plumber,
you call an electrician, and we have a job problem and they are
sending us to the welfare department, and we object to that.

There is a lot of talk been going around about contract, client
choice and mutual decisions and all these other things. A contract
basically is a product of a bargain between two eqt.r: parties.
There is no way that a client could bargain with the all mighty
social worker who holds the money in her or his hand and if the
client is not obedient, then the client will not get that money to
pay for the rent and for the housing and for the utilities and allthis other stuff. So, there is no way that they are going to bargain.
That is an illusion.

Moreover, you cannot bargain if it is mandatory. If a client has
to participate, you cannot bargain. I -As looking at the APWA bill,
the APWA bill says that there will L, I contract between a client
and the Social worker, but if the cl' . does not comply with the
provisions of the contract, they will .. sanctioned. What happens
to the State if they do not comply with the provisions of the con-
tract. Nothing, except that the client will not be sanctioned for not
complying with the contract.

So, you see, there is enforcement for the client but no enforce-
ment for the State. There is no equality.

Child care and transportation. Every bill that we have seen alltalk about child care. They art going to give everybody child care,
they are going to give them transportation, but it never says how
you get there. In California, we have workfare recipents out therelooking for a job. They go out the e, look for a job while the kids
ere in school. Somebody offers the person a job. The person goes
back th his or her social worker and says, look, I got a job, I need
child care. Social worker says: "Sorry, we have no child care avail-
able." "Well, what do I do, turn down the job?" Then, that employ-
er calls up the Congress person and says there are lots of welfare
recipients that do not take jobs, and next day the welfare recipient
is out there looking for a job again. It is ludicrous that that is how
these programs are designed and the only remedy for that basically
is to say State or local agency, 3 ou cannot send anybody (gut there
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or enroll anybody in this program unless you have a guaranteed
child care slot with that person's name or it.

They should pay actual pay for child care and the client should
be given a form that they could use to request the child care, and
the contract situation is the same thing. Like they say, their clients
are going to have options. What options? I mean, you go and sit
down with your welfare worker, there is no way you are going to
be able to select an option. The only way that we have thought
that this is remotely possible is if you require that the State or
local welfare agency mail a letter in black and white to the client,
to his or her house, in which he or she could sit down in private
and fill out this fora. The State could assess a person and 0:1 that
form say what they believe the best thing for that person, like
workfare, but there are other options over here, like employment,
training, education, this and that, and then the client in his or her
privacy says yeah, this is the one I want, and ships that form back
to the welfare department The statute should say that whatever
the client selects shall be deemed to be appropriate, unless f e
State or local agency has clear and convincing evidence that what
the client has selected is totally inappropriate for him or her.

Then, a clientyou have empowered clients to make a choice.
Otherwise, this mutual decision will never work.

On education, it is kind of vague as to what kind of education we
are talking abuub. T mean, I believe that generally what happens,
we get a GED and GRD is nothing. I think education should be
open-ended and it shouln he .he client's decision as to what kind of
education he or she wants and not the all mighty State or local
agencies' decision as to what kind of education he or she wants.

Net loss of income should bethere should be some specificity as
to what net loss of income means. I do not think anybody should go
to work and not get enough money to pay for the rent, utilities and
food and work-related expenses. That is the least you should be
able to do; feed your children when you go to work and right now,
the provisions we have seen, if you get more than AFDC, then that
is okay, but that does not account for child care and transportation
and other work related expenses.

So, net loss of income has to be more precisely defined. Sanc-
tions. The most barbaric thing of the WIN program are the sanc-
tions. In fact, in California, we iust had Mr. Bigfoot who committed
suicide. He committed suicide because he was quite disabled, but he
was not able to get a doctor to say he was disabled for the welfare
department purposes. So, therefore, he was in a two-parent family
and in the two-parent family, if the parent does not cooperate, for
the first offense, the entire family is sanctioned, is lut off of whole
AFDC for 3 months; for the second subsequent offense, it is 6
months. Okay.

So, Mr. Bigfoot decided that his children would be better off if he
is dead than alive, and he committed suicide. We have some lan-
guage for you on sanctions that says that you can sanction the
person who is committing the offense for not cooperating as long as
that person fails to cooperate. Once they cooperate, then they
should be back on the program, and you should never, never
punish the children for what their parents do. That is outrageous.
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There should be a strong conciliation period where if a person
fails to cooperate, they should be given a second chance. In Amer-
ica, everybody gets the benefit of the doubt, everybody gets a
second chance, except for welfare recipients. We get one chance
and that is down.

Welfare recipients have no service centers. We propose that if
you are going to have an employment program, there is going to be
a lot of problems emanating from thatyou have service centers
for senior citizens, you have service centers for veterans, but no
service centers for welfare recipients, and we would suggest that
there be service centers for welfare recipients operated by recipi-
ents themselves and not the other types of groups who basically
are only in it I'm the money.

Giving priority to volunteers. Sounds good, but it won't work in
the real world because what happens in a typical welfare office, ten
people come in, five are volunteers, five are mandatory. They have
five worker there. So, they run all 10 of them through the system.
One way that we thought of that may work and that came to my
head yesterday is that funding is what really runs the States,
money, and if you provide 100-percent funding for volunteers, un-
conditional funding, and conditional funding for mandatory regis-
trants. When I say conditional, that means that only if the client
gets a job do they get money for training that person, that they get
full funding for training volunteers. Then pretty soon the States
will get the message. The other thing is that there is this big argu-
ment that voluntary versus mandatory, and you have the two ex-
tremes.

On one hand, people are complaining about volunteers, voluntary
programs, because it would just touch the cream, just the cream of
the people, and, of course, the reverse of it is an assembly line ap-
proach like we have in California. Everybody goes through the
process, and that is most of the bills that we have seen do. Every-
body goes through the process, and I think there is a middle
ground over there. When this discussion gets going, what they
really come down to is the long-term welfare recipients who should
be mandatory participants, and what you are really talking about
is a woman who has been on aid for maybe more than 6 years and
who has a child over the age of 12 years old. They have real prob-
lems.

Those are the people that I am most concerned about because
within 4 to 5 years, they are going to be out of AFDC. Those are
the only people that we would suggest possibly making a mandato-
ry recipient. For the rest of them, most people find work. They find
jobs without these glorified programs, and we have seen that all
over the place.

I would like to give you an update on the State of California
workfare program. As of December 1, they spent $40 million. They
have enrolled 7,684 persons. They actually found jobs for 200
people and that comes to about $200,000 a job, and I would like to
submit this to the record.

Chairman Foan. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. ASLANIAN. k you. We have reviewed AIWA proposal
and basically it is sc, of like a block grant proposal, and what it
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does, it gives the state maximum flexibility to devise the program
and do anything they want to do with it, and it also has lifetime
workfare in it.

So, we basically will oppose that program.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Statement of Kevin F. Alsanian, Coalition of

Cal,fcrnia Welfare Rights Organizations, Inc.

THE PAST

More than 20 years ago. social workers appea-
red before Congress and said. "Give each
client a case manager and we will find tnem
jobs."

Based upon this promise, the welfare system
was operated through the case management
system. Tech client had a social worker
who would provide the public assistance
and also help the client get a job.

After several years Congress realized that
the caseload was not decreasing, but more
and more money was being spent for social
workers.

In the early 70's, Congress changed the law
and enacted Title XX, which put a cap on
the amount of funds that could be used for
social workers. Since then, social workers
and their industry, such as the American
Public Welfare Association have been trying
to find a way to receive more money for
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themselves. in 1987, it seems that the sun
is shining again on APWA.

They are back again. promising to find jobs
for welfare recipients through case manage-
ment by giving maximum flexibility and
open ended appropriations.

Has anybody asked what the clients want
or need' No. APWA does not represent poor
people. APWA is a special interest group
only interested in promoting their own inte-
rests, on the premise that they have only
the recipients needs in mind. APWA refuses
to accept consumer involvement in their
process in any meaningful manner, because
they are an association of primarily wel-
fare/workfare bureaucrats and not welfare/
workfare clients. Representatives of states,
counties and APWA do not represent the
views of the consumers, rather they are
diametrically opposed to the views of the
clients.
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ELIGIBILITY PROBLEMS FOR THE WORKING
POOR

Many welfare recipients cannot feed their
children adequately if they work full time
or part-timer They can feed their children
only if they stop working and not incur work
related expenses.

Under the current AFDC program, a two-pa-
rent family with a principal wage earner
working more than 100 hours will not qualify
for aid.

A single parent, has to face many hardships
when accepting employrrr..1. She has to
send her monthly report to I..e welfare worker,
complete and on time and with all of the
verification that the state or local welfare
agencies may wish to see. If she fails to
do this, she will not be allowed to have the
limited incentive deductions and will not
be allowed her actually incurred child care
deductions two months later, under retrospec-
tive budgeting.

If she is laid off, she will receive reduced
benefits for two (2) months because of her
income of two months ago. Thus, she will
fall behind in her rent and most likely
will face eviction. Her reward fo, work lass
of housing.

The 1/3 deduction is limited to 4 month.
and the $30 deduction is limited to 12 monthf.
Recipients ako receive a $75 a month standee]
deduction to cover the difference betweeo
the gross and net income, transportatioi

and other work related expenses. This is
un'ealistic. It may have been realistic 60
years ago, but not in 1981, or 1987, when
these changes were enacted by the current
administration.

If any of these programs are going to work,
it is time to change existing laws making
sure that families do not go hungry,or lose
their housing because the head of the house-
hold went to work.

To do this, we recoommenth

a. Deduct the $30 and 1/3 from the net
income of the family, not the gross Income;

b. Deduct any and all actual work related
expenses, such as transportation and child
care;

c. Abolish the provisions in the law which
prohibit work related deductions for late
reporting of income;

d. 'Molish the .00-hour rule for the two-parent
family;

e. Mandate 100 percent supplemental pay-
ments for persons whose actual net spendable
income has been reduced by at least 80%
of the family's needs level.

I'. Mandate the payment of AFDC benefits
to all children, including the unborn child.
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EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING AND EDUCATION
PROGRAMS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

The program should be devised to give maxi-
mum flexibility to recipients to independently
decide how they are to embark upon the
road to independence and self sufficiency.
In addition, states should be given the flexibi-
lity to be responsive to the flexibility that
is given to recipients.

To date, most work program proposals have
been able to give maximum flexibility to
the welfare department to operate a work
program for welfare recipients with small
children.

There are some "buzz" ords circulating
about such as "client choice"; "contract
between the client and the workfare worker";
"child care and transportation" and "educa-
tion", etc. The truth is that there is no such
thing as "client choice" as long as the states
have maximum flexibility to do whatever
they want.

CONTRACT

There is no way that a client and the work-
fare/welfare worker can enter into a contract.
A contract is the a product of a bargain
between two "equal" parties. There has
to be consideration in order for the contract
to be a valid contract.

The workfare/welfare worker holds the
money that the family must rely on to pa
for their housing and to buy food to fee!
their children. The client has to either coope-
rate or face sanctions, which means Ices
of welfare benefits. Thus, there can never
be a valid contract between the client a id
the workfare worker, as lo./ as participat.on
in the program is mandatory. Such a cont.-act
IS possible, if participation the dient
is voluntary. A mandatory signa.nre ,n the
contract is not an agreement. It i" verific-
ation that can and will be used ..gainst the
recipient in the future if he or she fails
to satisfy the whims of the workfare/welfare
bureaucrats.

THE STATE AGEICY PROVIDING EMPLOY-
MENT AND TRAINING SERVICES TO WEL-
FARE RECIPIENTS

When a person has a medical problem. they
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go to see a doctor, not a plumber. When
a welfare recipient, or another person needs
a job, they approach the state employment
agency, not the welfare departmen'.

To date, most bills would designate the
state and local welfare agencies as the entities
that would provide services to welfare recipi-
ents.

Yet all of the current bills are sending welfare
recipients to the "plumber" when they should
be seeing a "doctor".

Having welfrre recipients go to the welfare
department for jobs, will mean that welfare
recipients are ,meted to jobs that the welfare
department provides. Other people in our
society will be able to get the better paying
jobs through other employment agencies.
This is a way to segregate welfare recipients
from the rest of the public.

The real problem is the lack of jobs, not
the failure of the state employment agency
finding jobs for welfare recipients.

CLIENT CHOICE-MUTUAL DECISION

The idea that clients would be able to mutually
decide which component they are going
to select sounds good, but it is an illusion
which cannot possibly happen in .he real
world.

The power that the workfare/welfare bureauc-
rats can exercise over the client will never
allow the client to make a decision as to
which component he or she desires. What
will happen in the real world is that the
worker would tell the client which component
he or she should participate in and the client
will agree to it in writing. The worker will
swear under oath that this was a plan that
was mutually agreed upon. It will be the
clients word against the workfare/welfare
worker and it is evident as to who would
be most believable in the welfare hearing
process hearings conducted by welfare
bureaucrats.

The only way that the client could ever
have a choice, would be to mail the client
a form, whereupon he or she would choose
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the component he or she wishes to participate
in, and what he or she wants to do. The
choice of the client shall be accepted, unless
there is convincing evidence that such selec-
tion is completely inappropriate for the
client. This suggestion has been opposed
by APWA. Their opposition stems from their
false concern that some clients may not
be able to complete these forms, because
they (cleints) cannot wnte. The reason
we say this is a false concern is because
any person who has ever worked in the welfare
system knows that when person applies
for aid, they are given an application and
told to complete it and bring it back. Never
would the state or local welfare agency
ask the client "Can you complete this on
your own' If you cannot we will help you."

This is the only way people can make an
informed choice without having the work-
fare/welfare bureaucrat breathing down
their necks. The forms should also inform
clients of where they can get help in selecting
an appropriate component, such as the local
legal aid or welfare rights office.

CHILD CARE, TRANSPORTATION & AD-
VANCE PAYMENTS

Most of our clients will never receive child
care services. None of the bills introduced
to date have ever required that child care
slot actually be available if a recipient is
offered a job. Rather, there is this fancy
language of insunng child care if needed.
The welfare twcartment is the one who
decides if the elicit needs child care. Thus
in many cases 'smiles in need of child care
are not provided with child care because
the paver of giving child care is with the
workfare/welfare bureaucrat.

The San Diego County Workfare Program
proved that workfare recipients rarely recei-
ved any child care services. The new Califor-
nia Workfare Program demonstrates that
very few of the participants get any child
care services. Yet thousands of persons
are looking for work without any assurances
that child care t available to them if and
when they find work And if they do find
work, they arc forced to reject the job offer.
because they have no child care. Then continue

looking for work again without any assurences
that they have child care if a job is offered
to them.

Transportation and other expenses are reim-
bursed, however, rarely do clients receive
advances. Many have to see their children
go hungry because they have spent their
food money on workfare related expenses
in order to keep their benefits.

All clients should receive advance payments
for program-related expenses unless the
client waives his or her right to such expenses.

Clients should be reimbursed their actual
costs of transportation and related expenses.
Workfare recipients are only given bus fare,
even if they use their own car. On the other
hand, workfare/welfare bureaucrats get
actual costs of transportation plus per diem.
Why the difference' Why can't workfare
bureaucrats be treated the same as their
clients.

We would recommend that any bill which
passes provide that it be illegal for the work-
fare/welfare bureaucrats to receive higher
expense/reimbursement than their clients.

EDUCATION

The proponents of employment programs
have failed to be specific as to what they
mean by "education program."

It is left to the decision of the states as
to what is an educational program and which
client should be in what educational program.
In California refugees are pulled out of
remedial education and herded into job search
training programs. It is not unusual to find
refugees looking for work who cannot even
communicate in English .

Education has always been the path to better
jobs. Republicans and Democrats talk about
educational opportunities, except when
it comes to welfare recipients, who are
not allowed to enhance their educational
goals beyond high school.

Other people can go to school and get a
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better education. but welfare recipients
are stuck on welfare. Many states deny
benefits to women who take ir:tiative and
try to enroll in school to take courses that
would secure them decent job so they
can get off of welfare.

On one hand, people complain about welfare
recipients not doing anything to get off
of welfare and the millions of dollars that
are spent so welfare recipients can get off
of welfare. Yet when a welfare recipient
tries to get off of welfare, she is punished
by having her aid taken away.

The message is very clear: do not make
an effort to get off of welfare, unless it
is under the supervision of your workfare/wel-
fare bureaucrats. Violate this rule and you
are severly punished by losing aid for months.

We would urge the Subcommittee that any
bill marked up contain language allowing
recipients to embark upon any type of educa-
tional path when they assert it would lead
to employment, unless the state or local
agency has evidence to the contrary. including
any self-initiated training and educational
program at any time.

SANCTIONS

The severity of punishment for those who
fail to cooperate with the workfare/welfare
bureaucrats needs immediate repair. They
violate the U.S. Constitution in that they
impose cruel and unusual punishment upon
the helpless children of America.

Under the current law and the federal regula-
tions promulgated thereunder, a two-parent
family who fails to please the whims of
the workfare/welfare worker would lose
any and all AFDC benefits for three months
for the first time and six months for the
second and subsequent time. For single parent
families. only the children are aided. These
durational ineligibility periods are indeed
unconstitutional and violate the basic Ameri-
can values in that the punishment must
fit the crime. Does the punishment of denying
housing and food to innocent children for
up to six month_ fit the crime of not coopera-
ting with the workfare/welfare worker'
Hardly.

461,

-5-

We would suggest that only the parent be
sanctioned. and such sanction shall last
as long as the parent fails to cooperate.If the person refuses to cooperate more
than once in given month, thin the person
who did not cooperate or partici?ft:e should
be sanctioned for only one calendar month.

CONCILIATION

Under the current WIN program clients
are given a second chance before they are
sanctioned. AU of the proposals that we
have seen to date do not have this feature.
We would suggest that conciliation be included
in a bill that would move from this subcommit-
tee similar to the langauge passed by the
California State Legislature.

WELFARE SERVICE CENTERS

The President's Commission on Hunger has
identified the problem that low-income
persons do not know their rights under the
various programs. In fact, Ronald Reagan
had once said that he was shocked that there
are hungry people in America when there
are all of these programs available. In part,
;rie is right. People are hungry because they
cannot reach the programs set up to serve
them. This is because of the punitive state
and local welfare officials developing all
sorts of punitive ways to deny benefits to
families in need.

The situation is going to get much worse.
If Congress passes a mandatory workfare
program for all.

We would suggest that welfare recipients
have their own service centers operated
by welfare rights organizations or other
recipient organizations controlled by welfare
recipients. similar to the semor service
centers. veteran's services and service centers
for other segments of our society.

FUNDING MECHANISM

One of the major issues facing Congress
is how to fund this program, and also assure
that Congress is not. again. just throwing
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money at a real problem.

We would suggest that there be a contract
between the federal government and the
states for payment to states for persons
who have obtained employment, if this is
the real purpose of this program.

Under this concept states will only receive
funding for the number of jobs that welfare
recipients are able to obtain directly as
a result of their participation in the newly
devised work programs. The federal govern-
ment should verify the information submitted
by states through the quality control type
of program and prosecute for submitting
false claims, which is common practice
by most state welfare agencies.

CONCLUSION

We thank you for this rare opportunity to
appear before this Committee and convey
the thoughts of the persons who ail! be
affected by this debate on welfare reform.

Most of the recomr,:endations embodied
in this testimony are a reflection of our
"Welfare Reform Bill" which was submitted
to your staff for consideration. Our legislation
addresses the abuses experts-iced by recipients
at the hands of state and local welfare agen-
cies and recommend certain "protections"
or "safeguards" against them. abuses. To
date, these safeguards are not reflected
in any other bill introduced either last year
or this year.

Respectfully SkabinItted,

:)/CiVIt:Ntf. ASLANIAN, Itzeartive Director

111 1,

3/9/87
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Chairman FORD. The Chair would like to thank each panelist for
your testimony before the subcommittee.

I would like to raise a couple of questions to the panelists. Wel-
fare reform has been proposed many times in the past, but legisla-
tion has not been enacted in this Congress.

I guess there are two questions. One is why is it that welfare
reform has failed in the past and the second is can it be accom-
plished in this 100th Congress?

I guess, Father Harvey, since you were the leadoff witness, we
will let you try to answer those questions.

Reverend Haavev. I think there are a lot of reasons, but the one
that I would begin with is that we do not have a rational decision-
making process in public policy. The political process with the ri-
valry of special interest creates the public consensus.

We are talking about the weakest people in our society when we
are talking about welfare reform. Therefore, how do you build that
consensus? When this kind of a question comes up, I generally re-
member Michael Harrington, some 25 years ago, when he said if
you are going to be poor, it is better to be poor with the majority,
and when you think about how many of our parents and grandpar-
ents talked about the Depression, you might have thought they
were the glory years. Yet, if you read the actual kind of things that
took place, the suicide rates, the despair, the breakup of families, it
was a terrible period.

The one positive thing that the majority of people work for as a
result of this tremendous self-support is commur".y building, but
there was also an openness of the public sector to ook for creative
social policies that woul-d be broad-based and supportive. So, we
were able to come up with the Social Security Act, perhaps the
greatest piece of social legislation in our history.

In the sixties, we returned to that agenda, gave it a lot of focus
and we came up with Medicare and Medicaid. They may not be the
greatest. They have many of the defects that the welfare reform
people are concerned about, as well as the welfare rights people,
but at least they extended a floor beneath the poorest people in
that area

I think if we look at it in terms of what allies can be found for
good welfare reform, I may not be the greatest advocate of food
stamps, but having an ally in the agricultural department came up
with a piece of legislation that has probably done more to close the
gap between progressive and regressive States in real family
income than any other social policy.

In another area, if you look at this issue in terms of the Defense
Department, the GI bill back in the forties probably was the best
training program we ever had in this country and it mainstreamed
millions and millions of people.

I think that since that time we have never been able to get that
kind of broad-based coalition, and I think particularly in the last
decade, the advocates for welfare reform have been the weakest.
While my copanelist has commented that the social workers have
descended in abundance, they have not come home with too much.

When the Defense Department descends, they go home with in-
flation-triggered incentives. The question came up earlier, is there
not anything in the Defense Department to look at? There may not
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be certain weapons systems, but there are actually surpluses that
have been held for the last 2 or 3 years because of unspent appro-
priations, because of inflationary indexing that the Department of
Defense has enjoyed and no welfare person or program has ever en-
joyed.

So, I think it is a very complex issue, but I think primarily it is
the question that Harrington raises, that we are talking about very
weak and unrepresented people, and we generally run into an im-
passe with some other more powerful reality. For example, the
question of minimum wage that was raised. Why has it not been
changed in 11 or 12 years?

You will notice that while I did bring up case management, I
brought it up last. If you do have the two-parent considerations, if
you do have greater work programs, if you do have a good national
responsibility, then, indeed, the case management becomes the last
methodology for the people who do not make it otherwise.

Those are some of my feelings on why welfare reform has not
happened and it has happened only a few times in history and gen-
erally when other powerful forces have been the allies of welfare.

Mr. AsuanaN. I work as a lobbyist in Sacramento, and there is
no way you are going to go to college or sit down and do analysis as
to why things do not happen or why they do happen. Things
happen because of one person, one Congressman or one Senator,
can be very aggressive and go out there and get it done, and there
is no way you are going to write a textbook or analyze it as to how
it happened.

Things happen and sometimes you do not even know how they
happen or, if they do not happen, for example, today you are talk-
ing about the welfare reform and it is tied to the taxes, it is bi-
zarre, but that is what you are dealing with, and why, God only
knows, but that is the way our system works.

Does that make any sense? I do not know.
Chairman FORD. Well, it makes sense that it will pass, and I

guess that this chairman will have to be aggressive enough to
Mr. Aux14. I think I began my comments by saying that the

Children's Defense Fund is cautiously approaching these hearings
with some cautious optimism, but I want to stress at this point, I
think our optimism, I think that because of the ground work that
has been laid the last 5 or 6 years, this committee and others, there
is an increasing recognition in this country among a variety of seg-
ments about the plight of poor children and poor families, and
what we as a nation need to do to improve those conditions.

That is why the Children's Defense Fund believes very strongly
that when you talk about welfare reform that we have really got to
talk about that three-pronged strategy and begin now to begin in
steps in each of those prongs.

I emphasized today in the welfare prevention area helping youth
become self-sufficient and avoid the need for welfare. Obviously, a
second piece of welfare prevention are the issues that were raised
in the questioning of the first panelist. The whole issue mini-
mum wage. The whole issue of adequate health care for the ork-
ing poor, so, in fact, they do not end up going back on AFDC.

So, certainly the welfare prevention piece, then the employment
and training piece, which is often, too often the only piece that gets
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talked about in the welfare reform discussions, and progress can be
made if these steps can be taken this year, and then the third
piece, which is also getting increasing attention in terms of looking
at the adequacy of supports for those individuals who are not able
to participate in the various employment and opportunities that
are provided, and we are optimistic that some steps can be taken
and must be taken this year in those regards and appreciate all of
your efforts in that regard.

Chairman FORD. Thank you.
Father Harvey, I noticed in 1977 and 1988, the National Confer-

ence of Catholic Charities put together a campaign for human de-
velopment, and I guess through the electronic network, you were
able to put some tapes, and I do not know whether it is justis
there any video tapes? How successful were you in sending a mes-
sage out about the conditions of our welfare system and about just
human needs in general with the electronic campaign that you put
on?

Reverend HARVZY. Well, if you look at the period from when we
put that out and you see the cuts in social programs, the non-
growth of the minimum wage, I would say we were absolute fail-
ures. However, I am somewhat of an optimist in the sense that I
think there was a lot of interest, but that kit went out just at the
time when the economy was going througl. a major change.

I come from Pittsburgh. I am a former inner-city pastor. My
parish was nearly 30 percent unemployed because it heavily de-
pended on Jones & Laughlin and the B&O Railroad.

If I look back at that period, and I see what has happened, it
makes me look at not basing my optimism on Massachusetts as the
State example because Massachusetts welfare program improved at
the same time its economic base improved.

If you look at the more rust belt States that have not had that
kind of benefit, like Ohio and Pennsylvania, where coal and tex-
tiles and aluminum and steel have led to massive dislocations, then
I think welfare has to be built on the assumption of training people
and finding jobs and so on. But the reality is that the transition
took a hundred years in coming and it may take a few decades in
moving on unless we want people to vote with their legs.

So, I think I can say that we do much good. In many of our child
care institutions, we do much good on behalf of children that have
been abused or hurt. But the greatest good happens if the family
gets reconstructed, if a new job happens, a new marriage, or some-
thing that creates an environment that that child can live in. Yet I
do not want to close our institutions because many children are
hurt very badly and need them in a protective sense, but not in a
permanent sense.

So, I would say I am grateful that we did that. I think we got
good broad-based discussion out of it, but I think it was not propor-
tioned to the kind of power of the economic forces it had to meet.

Chairman FORD. Well, the purpose of broad-based discussion, is it
possible that maybe the Catholic Charities could, during this wel-
fare debate, from the national perspective, consider another kit on
human development, on the issue of welfare?

Reverend HARVEY. We are looking into that at this time, Mr.
Ford. We hope to use the Bishops' attention to the full economy in
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order to do that, so that we do not get trapped again only looking
at welfare. I do believe some of the comments I made earlier about
the competition with other realities going on in the environment,
that if we isolate this debate too tightly, then even the best discus-
sion, the best advocacy that is created still is limited in not being
broad-based enough. But we will.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Brown?
Just one more question. Maybe you can respond while they are

talking to the other witnesses. The administration has talked about
demonstration programs. So, in your response maybe to some of
the other members of this committee, maybe you can talk about
demonstration programs. We are seeing on the State levels that
many States have already been innovative enough to come with
their own workfare, work, education, and training programs and
whether or not we should focus on any additional demonstration or
whether or not we should bite that bullet and move forward.

Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. Father Harvey, it has been a treat to listen to you.

You bring a very interesting perspective to the problem and one
that I am sure both the chairman and I deeply appreciate your
taking the time to contribute today.

Many folks have a feeling of frustration about welfare. I think
most people feel our Nation has made reasonable effortperhaps
more than any country in the history of the worldto provide for
the material needs of people who are poor.

We are now engaged in a debate about whether the Nation's wel-
fare system is adequate, but when you combine food stamps, medi-
cal assistance, AMC, public housing, unemployment insurance,
Headstart, the Pell grants, and so on, we seem to have done a sub-
stantial amount, maybe more than anyone has, in terms of meeting
material needs.

My question is, What do we do to meet spiritual needs? I am cc ,
vinced part of what we are facing is a spiritual problem, and I am
not sure anything we have on the table addresses it. Would you
care to comment on that?

Reverend HARVEY. Well, I hive been asked that question before
when I testified before a panel, and I find it a frustrating question.
I, as a church person, have to deal with that. I can feel guilty if I
am not effective enough in my preaching. If I cannot create a com-
munity that lets people develop their full human potential, that is
a real issue for me as a church person.

However, in this room, we are here to talk about public policy,
and to a certain extent, that would be an inappropriate agenda. It
seems to me, that somehow as a subcommittee of Congress, it is the
policy issues that can help manipulate the environment so people
can make the kind of choices that can lead them to spiritual en-
hancement of their personal lives, as far as professional develop-
ment, social relationships.

So, I am sympathetic to the problem. I am just not sure we can
deal with it here. I think I have to in my other life and in my other
work deal with that aspect of it.

Mr. BROWN. Let me pose what I think is the toughest part of the
question. Everyone here is sincerely dedicated to helping people. At
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times we run into differences as to the best way to do it, but the
system we have created provides a decent par' age of benefits. A
typical welfare rogram for the family would yield about $200 a
month in food stamps, maybe $326 a month in AFDC, and perhaps
a $100 to a $150 a month in Medicaid. And this accounting omits
public housing, child nutrition, and some of the other programs.

As I total those up, it looks to me like you need a job that pays
about $6 an hour or maybe a little better just to equal what you
get on those programs How do we build work incentive back into
this system so that you do not make a portion of the people perma-
nently dependent?

Reverend HARVEY. That is a different question, but you see it as
the same question.

Mr. Birowx. Only slightly different. What I am trying to get at is
human motivation. We can deal with it fmancially or spiritually,but

Reverend HARVEY. I come from Irish heritage. If we go back to
the famine of Ireland, 1843 to 1845, food was being exported from
Ireland. It would not have Atm an appropriate time to say, "We
have a spiritual crisi.." Ii t hange the economic crisis, the qual-
ity of life would have irnr d immensely.

Now, . grandfpthe .hole to find it in another area, but if I do
address your question, ;t would be from that perspective. For exam-
ple, we have 32 Catholic Charities food centers in the State of Ohio.
Unfortunately, I cannot get such information from many of our
agencies because a lot of funders do not want to pay for the devel-
opment of a s . itical bank that can show us some of the motiva-
tional charact 3rizatiors. I am very grateful to the State of Ohio be-
cause in monitoring 32 food centers from 1984 on, during the first
week in January, the last week in April and mid-month in August,
what we have been able to see is a graphic picture in a Rust Belt
State of what issues are in lved and which are motivational and
which are systemic.

Some of those statistics are frightening. I 1,..11..,)ened to memorize
some of them, so although I cannot quote each of those statistics
over the 4 years or 3 years. I can for the last week in April in 1984.
There were over 5,000 people who came to our 32 food centers.
Only 5.5 percent of those were over 15 yc.- s of age, which indeed
seems to imply that elderly people have be.:..n protected by public
policies more than children were.

On the other hand, 78 percent of the people who came, which is
a very large universe, represented two other people who did not
come. This implies that they were speaking on behalf of children,
usually single parents. Ninety-two percent of the people who came
that last week in April in 1984 had a job within 18 months before.

The most typical age was 27 at 4.7 percent. The second most typi-
cal age was 33 at 4.1 percent. So, nearly 9 percent of that large : 1 n i-
verse were very, very young people and certainly employabli; be-
cause they had proven that in their earlier careers.

Now, we just receive,' `lie statistics for 1986 and one of the most
frightening items that jumped off the page at me was the most typ-
ical age for last year was 30, which means that the same people
who were at age 27 are possibly still there.
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Now, to approach that as a motivational question, I think, could
lead us down a path that might take us to training and some really
creative educational responses and some religious responses, per-
haps. But I think to do that without looking at what happened to
the industrial infrastructure of rubber, steel, and some of the other
base industries of Ohio leads us to ask the qut ition in another way,
because I am much more sympathetic to fmdi ag the work opportu-
nities that give the ultimate incentive and motivation.

Mr. BROWN. Yes. We appreciate the problem, but we dc not solve
it.

Reverend HARVEY. Well, I think you are worl:ng on an assump-
tion that we have a solution. For example, many of the witnesses
have already testified today that actually the welfare system is the
disincentive itself. If you have to be unemployed in order to get
Medicaid, then why take a job that for 11 years the country has
said is worth only the minimum wage. Well, whose need was that
answering?

Obviously, the need for cheap labor, but it was not answering the
need to get the poor or the lower middle class to have a job that
would give them the ability to make independent decisions. I mean,
that is the kind of policy that we have had for about 11 or 12 years.

We have not looked at the minimum wage in terms of freeing
the family. We have looked at it in terms of some econ..mic ques-
tions.

Mr. BROWN. You make a good point. Obviously, the awesome re-
ality that we sometimes try and avoid is that we have to compete
in the world market. It woula be nice if we could ignore that, but I
do not mean to fence with you on this question. Even so, when we
discuss the minimum wage or a tax on transfer of securities, we
forget that Toronto can sell securities just like New York and we
forget other people produce products just the same as we do, and
sometimes those decisions are not just a question of how charitable
you are. Rather, it is a question of competition.

Reverend HARVEY. It is also a question of policy. I mentioned
Pittsburgh before. In 1959, Jones & Laughlin got the right of emi-
nent domain and took 450 homes out of my parish with the prom-
ise to expand. They did not expand. They put a slag dump in. We
lost 450 taxpc- ;ding homes. They put in that contract that they
could not close the Pittsburgh work for 20 years. The last furnace
they put in that place was in 1928. They never modert:ized.

One week after the 20th anniversary, they closed the Pittsburgh
work. Now, somewhere along the line there could have been policy
incentives to modernize that mill which is a trade question, which
is a competition question, which is an employment question. That
is why I said I think if we isolate the welfare debate from what
other policies and who they are rewarding, it would be deadend.

Mr. BROWN. You have a brilliant mind. I would love to discuss
that question, but I suspect the chairman would think we are off
the target.

But let me go back just a moment, if I could. Do you have con-
cerns that we have negative incentives built into the welfare
system?

Reverend HARVEY. I do.
Mr. BROWN. How do we change these incentives?
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Reverend HARVEY. I think I would, first of all, say, and I think I
can quote the Children's Defense Fund representative, that in look-
ing at what the national issue is, how can you put a national pro-
gram that builds incentives in and not leave it to the States to use
the bias of the least money spent. It is generally the bias of the
least money spent that leads to greater waste. It puts in the disin-
centives, and I think our welfare rights activist would concur with
that.

If you are saying that you have no incentive to go back to the
work force and have a transitional period, medical support, they
are going to say stay on welfare Now, what can the Nation do in
setting some kind of a policy that would give States an incentive?

I do not think a block grant approach will solve it. We have a
national economy. How can we have a State welfare system? I
think to look at it from that national focus is ona of the beginning
points of finding the answer.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly?
Mrs. lissnsiguir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to carry on Mr. Brown's train of thought for a few min-

utes, and before, I have just got a few things in front of me that I
would like to address as the various witnesses gave their testimony.

I know Father mentioned commissionerswell, he did not men .
don commissioners. I think he mentioned social workers, and he
said they do not come home or they are not home enough or some
reference to that.

I would just like to put on the record that one of the reasons that
I am supporting the American Public Welfare Association's bill is
because it his been hrought about and worked on and crafted by
commissioners who are on site at home in each of the 50 States and
will work with the Governors, and, so, it is not that welfare work-
ers that do not go home.

Also, Father asked why has not the minimum wage been raised,
why have not the legislators addressed that more. Well, part of the
problem, Father, I have got to tell you is we have been addressing
the last 5 years, we have been fightmg the subminimum wage, and,
so, really, it is just the last year. I think MaryLee will agree with
me on this. Only in the last year have we been addressing the min-
imum wage because the economy has responded in many States.
Unfortunately, many of the States have gone the other way to the
recession of 1982.

I would like to just get these things on the record because things
are said and then we go back and other people will read the record,
and Mr.is it Aslanian?

Mr. ASLANIAN. Yes, ma'am.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Aslanian mentioned that he thought the

American Public Welfare Association's proposal, my bill, looked
very much like a block grant. I am going to send you a copy.

Mr. ABLANIAN. I have a copy.
Mrs. Mammy. You have a copy. All right. I would have to dis-

agree with you on that because I think wh, does is call for a
comprehensive welfare to work programs, which can be tailored by
the States in what works best for them because we have learned
and I have talked to numerous Governors, I have met with Gover-
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nor Dukakis I mean, I know you just discovered it, hi.- t zr v own
State, I was in the administration of a State officer, and I ....a con-
vinced that without the WIN moneys, we could never lo the dem-
onstration programs, and the demonstration programs OM: not
have been successful at all without those WIN moneys.

We might be able to allocate some moneys on the Fet.eral front,
but we cannot have hands on like they can in the State, and I will
tell you, my Governor will tell me, day after day after day, they
will say Barbara, the State isright now, my State is blossoming,
and yet we have pockets of poverty in Hartford and Bridgeport, in
New Haven, that we cannot deal with because we do not have that
wherewithal without Federal help.

So, I justyou still think it is like a block grant, okay, but I do
not.

Mr. A8I.ANIAN. There are some good States and there are a lot of
bad States. What we are basically advocating is a Massachusetts-
t_ pe national program where people will have a choice. And that is
all we are saying, and what four bill basically does is allows any
State to do anything, which basically means that they could do a
Massachusetts-type program and God only knows what they are
going to do in Btimissippi.

They could hare strictly woi Ware. Come in and work all 12
hours a day. For example, in Fresno, they have people who are
workfare recipients who are harvesting the crops. Farmers, rather
than hiring farm workers, they have workfare recipients harvest-

the crops, and that is where this workfare is going to ge.
ht now, you have workfare recipients working for die county

and or the State, tomorrow the industry is going to look over them
and say my God, what a great cheap work force. Send Clem all to
the factory. We'll put them to work over here. Well give them a
job they will not give them a joball they want is free labor. and
it is very dangerous to allow States to do anything that they want
to do because there are good ones and there are bad ones, and allwe are interested in

Mrs. Iciesnans.v. But they are the only ones we have, those
Statee. There are good ones and bad ones, but they are the only
ones we have

Let me go tack to what Mr. Brown was talking about, and I
would like to get on the record that I think we havewe are
moving in a direction today that fascinates me, but I am talking
about mainIy AFDC recipients. That is main!), who I em looking at
and yet in the teal Imony this morning, we know out there and we
are not czncerne with these people this morning, out there are
people who have good jobs, like you and I, and earning our living
and they are not in the picture.

But then I come along and I hear what I hear this morning, and
I think two groups are getting mixed in cs - conversation this
morning. One is the working poor, and one ir the AFDC recipients
or the welfare person, and why I say that is bemuse, yes, we do
have a minimum wage. You know, we did not always have that
particular rate of minimum wage we have now.

You know, I am hearing that the minimum wa6e is not even suf-
ficient right now to deal with when we are dealing with welfare
reform. Now, I had a meeting yesterday. I was home in my district.
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I met with school principals, grammar school principals, a number
of them from our area, and we discussed avenues for day care,
before school and after school, and who we were addressing there
was the working poor, and that is the person who is often a two-
working couple, mother and father are working, and often one of
them is workh two jobs because, no, the minimum wage does not
give you adequate income.

We know that, and, so, therefore, the working poor are working
one and two and three jobs. One of the principals was furious about
this. They put them in day mire at 7 in the morning, they do not
get them out until 6 at night, but these are the working poor, and
these people are not on welfare, they are not what we are talking
about in welfare reform.

I just want to point that out because I would hope some day
these women that I am concerned about who are locked in poverty
in public housing with their children going out in the subculture
and being faced with drugs and other things might belong to the
working poor some day.

Now, that is what I am trying to do. Give a person education and
skills so if they want two jobs to support their family, they can
have them. So, I do not want to act as if all of a sudden, we are
going to take this bill, whatever this bill may be, I do not know
whether we are going to do a bill at this point, but whatever this
bill might be, all of a sudden we are going to solve all the poverty
in the United States of America.

Well, I am sorry. I cannot do that. I have got a piece of legisla-
tion in right now that takes the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion concept and I have got it, and you say to me, sir, you say to
me, you ULM about contracts. We got to talk about something when
you write a bill, but it is very hard to get this language, let me tell
you, and that is why we want you people with us.

MaryLee, you tell me you have got cautious optimism. Thank
God for the Children's Defense Fi-nd because when I was out front
trying to talk about doing something about this, I was bilking
about women and nobody cared. Now, we are talking about chil-
dren and we are gettingHarold and I have talked about this. We
are getting some concern.

So, I just hope we are not saying, look, I receive, Father, your
testimony and 'cur remarks with great respect 1-741 listened, and
as you said, I was reading your testimony here, I was president of
one of your agencies a number of years and, you know, I know
what some of these problems are, but T just feel that we cannot
have it all, but please listen to me that I understand what you are
cautioning me about.

I mean, I know some people are scared to death of thos that
never wanted to look at welfare reform are saying get them to
work now. Sir, when you say that contract and that agency and all
the rest, you had better say something and my bill says if there is
no day care there, then there is no work.

Mr. MIAMIAN. Well, not exactly. Your bill basically says that the
State agencies will provide child care, but it does not guarantee no
recipient a child care slot before they start participating.

Mrs. ICIMMI'LLY. When you were talking to me, I was thinking of
vouchers. As a matter of fact, be careful what you get in the paper.
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Mr. ASLNIAN. I would bring an amendment to you that says
that before anybody is enrolled in the program, they get a voucher
and on that voucher it says it is John J's Day Care Center and that
is where you have a slot, and then you put that voucher in your
pocket and you go out and do a job search, and when somebody
offers you a job, you know that at that day care center tomorrow,
you could drop your kid off.

Now, that is a real program, but to have a bill that says well, we
will give everybody child care if they need it and thenI mean,
there is no child care out there. In California, we have county after
county going into effect and there is no child care.

Mrs. KENNEU.Y. I will not do anything th-t does not have a serv-
ice provided in exchange. Let us call it a voucher if we get any-
where. Let us call it a 'voucher.

Mr. Astrvuot. I will bring it to you in black and white. We have
a bill.

Mrs. linniztiv. That is why we are asking you for help. Do not
get me wrong.

Mr. MIAMIAN. We would be glad to give it to you.
Ms. ALLEN I just want to make two points in response. Certain-

ly, and I hope I emphasized this, the Children's Defense Fund's op-
timism is "cautious optimism" be ause of our concern that there
will not be a willingness at the F Aleral level to make the fiscal in-
vestments that are going to be necessary to begin to make some
progress on the problems identified. The child care area, one in
which ybur leadership Mrs. Kennelly has been phenomenal, is a
good example. It is very clear that our current child care system is
not able to meet the additional needs imposed by thousands of
mothers with young children whom programs have not served in
the past. Yet quality child care is a must as we begin to move more
mothers toward employment.

But as you well know, women in education and training particu-
larly have been hard hit over the last several years with cutbacks
in the title XX social services block grant and other programs. So,
our caution is the need to make clear that investments will need to
be made if child care is to be ensured for all who need it. And it
will take down payments on those investments this year.

I just wanted to respond as well to your comments about looking
at welfare reform in the broader context. Our written statement, as
you will note, addresses specifically AFDC recipients and what can
be dont ..ithin the context of programs in this subcommittee's ju-
risdiction in addressing the problems in the welfare system.

However, I think following up on Father's comments, we all rec-
ognize that if, in fact, the working poor, who are often only a crisis
away from coming on to the AFDC rolls, are to be more secure in
their status, that we have got to look at the minimum wage, we
have got to look at child care and health insurance for the working
poor. Otherwise, it will be too easy for those AFDC families who
get jobs to end up right back on the AFDC rolls. I think though
that in response to sow of the questioning, the issues as they
relate to the working poo. and recipients got confused and
rnushed together. Today, CDF is looking at improvements like you
and others have outlined in your proposals that are targeted specif-
ically at AFDC recipients.
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Reverend Hwav-,.y. 1, too, would like to comment, if I may, Ms.
Kennelly.

I certainly am more on your side in everything you have said
than I would take issue and maybe I could speak to the record

Mrs. Kinotzwr. If you are not, Father, I do not know who is.
Reverend HARVEY. Well, you know, Catholic Charities did give

you support last year because we felt you had been rather dramatic
in your concern. Just picking up on the last point of the Children's
Defense Fund, though, I think it is very important that we do not
play into the American myth that by and large the welfare popula-
tion is very fossilized and it is a permanent thing.

In point of fact, I have never liked being told for 20 years by the
Government that I was a partner, and then after 1980 told I was a
safety net. I did not go through an identity change, but somehow a
label was put on me that I had difficulty in getting off.

I do think there is a bit of a sieve that exists between the class
that you are talking about and the working poor. When you have
two or three salaries in a f Jay and they are all making the mini-
mum wage and they have three or four children in that family,
they have many characteristics with that other class of people.
They are desperate. They often have no medical protection and in
point of fact they move in and out of the two categories.

Statistics show that the average stay on food stamps is only 7
months. So, you know, I commend everything we are doing for the
hard core part of that welfare community and I think your com-
mittee might only have to be able to deal with that segment. But I
do think in doing so, we should be very sensitive in our choice of
language to not play into some of the prevailing myths.

I testified before another committee. One of the people asked a
welfare mother who was on the panel, who told a tragic story of
having had a job as a nurse's aide 18 miles from her home. She had
a car that was about 10 or 12 years old, and the transmission
failed. For lack of $500, she and her retarded child had to lose her
job, eventually lose her house, be put in the streets. I was rather
proud of the Catholic Charities agency that gave her the housing.
And it was a congressional staff person who invited her to testify,
not myself.

But to hear how the lack of $500 was the reason why she ended
up moving from the one class to the other. Yet, the question from
one of the panelists was, "you mean you did not have a friend that
had 500 extra dollars?" I mean, that kind of myth that prevails
that everybody has a friend with $500 who is ready to redeem you,
especially in those pockets in New Haven and some of the other
cities, it is a fluid population. And we have to be careful in address-
ing the one part of it that we do not use language which plays into
the prevailing myth.

So, I am with you, but I do not want to be too fast with you on
that one issue.

Mrs. KIDINELLY. Well, thank you, Father. Let me ask you one
more question, Father.

Father, you say we need a system that offers adequate income
protection for the necessities of life, but then in your testimony,
you urge the enactment of a national minimum benefit, presum-
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ably below the percentage of the poverty rate that we are dealing
with

Now, we know that the way costa for housing and everything
else is today that that national minimum rate might not really fly
in many States to provide anywhere near the adequate needs of
women and children or whoever.

Do you continue to advocate the national minimum rate because
you do not think it will get any better, or do you really believe in
the national minimum rate?

Reverend HAMMY. First of all, you know, I think we have to find
a consensus, and I think we have to build on that. I think of the
difference between a New York and a Mississippi. If a national
minimum rate would offset that kind of difference that permits
people to vote only with their legs, then I think I want to consider
it.

I would like to take my fifth point about case management out of
my testimony, but I cannot afford to because if I take it out, then I
have to rely on some kind of universal standard that hits the coun-
try in different areas while there are aberrations in the economy,
while there is a differing climate for the cost of living, and other
such things.

Well, the only way that I can see that we can do that after
having done everything we can to encourage work, to encourage
edwetion, to target special programs and incentives to get people
out of poverty is at least to say that there should be a national
minimum rate for benefits.

So, it is within a very compromising context that I will say yes, I
believe in it.

Mrs. KENNIELLY. See, I advocate a riAt that mythology goes to
each State because we do so many et r things of that fashion.
Some States are willing to de much more than other States.

Reverend HLEVICY. I fear and I have to say I am a little more
sympathetic to the welfare rights representative because I think
the history of State action has been so disparate from State to
State that the lack of a national minimum benefit will play in to
extremely regressiveness on the one side and then the progressive
States will implement it to the fullest.

Mrs. ICENNZLLY. By the way, sir
Mr. AMANIAN. Kevin.
Mrs. Kiaorial.v.We take what we get around here, and I am so

delighted you are here.
Mr. ASIANIN. Thank you.
Mrs. ligrorgum. Because I serve in other subcommittees, in other

committees, and often we meet up in the Longworth in a great big
room and the representatives of the issues that we are dm with
are therehundreds and hundreds of them to give me every side
and every point of viewand one of the reasons we are kind of des-
perate now about this whole thing is tb -4 we are dealing with the
subject that the client is not here.

You are representing the client and that is why I think we are at
each other one minute, we are with each other the next minute,
but it is because we are really representing the voiceless in the
United States right now, and Iyou know, I really was shook this
morning that I hear the cautiousness even more than I thought

4,74



470

with one of my great allies, the Defense Fund, and, you know,
Harold and I are here and we want to do something, and, yet,
please continue to give us the caution on the one hand, but find
ways for us to do it on the other hand, beta' ae it is awfully easy,
with the situation like this, to say well, gee, we got the deficit and
we got the trade, just in this committee, the deficit, the trade bill,
and we have got catastrophic care now, we want to do something
on Ways and Means. Well, you know, this welfare thing is justwe
cannot wrestle with this because we cannot solve all the problems.

Mr. ASIANLAN. One thing I would suggest about to bring up the
minimum level of benefits, I think the bill that you have says
within 10 years the States will do it, and I think that we are very
cautious about that or we do not believe that that will ever
happen, and maybe a better approach is to do like the QC, the
quality control system, where the States will require from 10 per-
cent to come down to 4 percent on an increment or mandatory
basis and maybe the bill could be restructured to require the States
to bring AFDC grant levels up to certain point by mandating every
year to come up this much and that much and that much and that
within 10 years it will come all the way up here because the way
the bill is crafted now, you could wait for 10 years and, by the way,
when this 10 year comes, you had better be up here.

But there is no mandate from 10 years to year 1, you follow what
I am saying?

Mrs. Kiristisux. Oh, I follow.
Mr. A tm*ii. In the year 9, they can just come over here and

say, well, why not repeal that law bralusc it would cost a fortune,
and I can see them doing that. So, if you have a gradual

Mrs. Kinsprgu.v. Well, because it is going to cost a fortune, we
have not even talked about the family living standard, you know.
Your minimum standard goes a little higher. Because it is going to
cost a fortune, that is why I phased it in there, why I phased it in
over 10 years, because otherwise when you think about the dollars
that we are going to have to deal with in the first year or so, we
would blow the thing right out of the water.

Mr. Astatitnari. That is a good investment think the children
who are the leaders of our future. It is a good investment. It is
better than putting money into weapons and all this other garbage
or just the mcney that they give to big corporations. It not even the
weapons. Forget about the weapons. The welfare check, aid for de-
pendent corporations, when you compare that AFDC program to
the aid for dependent children, it is 10 to 1, and I think what they
should do is cut the AFDC program and the corporation program
and transmit it to the children's program.

Mrs. lismisu.v. Thank you. Thank you.
Mr. Asumatz4. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Thank you very much, Ms. Allen and Mr. As-

lanian and Father Harvey. Let me once again thank you for your
testimony and your input in the welfare reform hearings that have
been conducted today and even in past hearings when you have
testified befor. this subcommittee.

This will conclude the business of the subcommittee today, and
we will stand adjourned until tomorrow morning at 9:30.

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m.. the subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, March 11, 1987.]
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WELFARE REFORM

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 11, 1987

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to hotice, at 9:35 am., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman Foam The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation will come to order.

This morning we will continue our series of hearings on welfare
reform with testimony from our colleague from Puerto Rico, Con-
gressman Fuster, who will talk with us about the implications of
welfare reform for the U.S. territories in general and Puerto Rico
L narticular.

. e will also take testimony from the former Governor of Penn-
sylvania, the Honorable Richard Thornburgh, and a panel of reli-
gious leaders and organizations that will come before this subcom-
mittee this morning and talk about welfare reform.

This is the fifth of a series of sessions in which we have heard
from witnesses. We welcome the witnesses before the committee
this morning. It is the intent of this subcommittee to continue to
hear from witnesses on the issue of welfare reform. It is the intent
of the majority side to work very closely with the minority side as
we mark up legislation on welfare reform and send it to the full
committee.

At this time, the Chair will be happy to recognize you, Mr.
Brown.

Mr. Baowbr. Mr. Chairman, I commend you and the way you
have chosen to run the subcommittee. It is has been open; it has
been frank; you have allowed for a wide variety of opinions. I think
this is the kind of effort that goes into making good legislation and
building a consensus, and I for one deeply appreciate your willing-
ness to look at the question of welfare reform in all its aspects.

We particularly look forward to hearing from Mr. Fuster and
former Governor Thornburgh and the other religious leaders who
are here this morning. I thank all of them for taking their time to
help us in this difficult subject.

Chairman FORD. At this time the Chair will call up our col-
league, Mr. Fusser.
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I would like to welcome you to the subcommittee. We certainly
appreciate your coming and sharing with us your thoughts on wel-
fare reform.

At this time, the Chair will recognize you, Mr. Fuster.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAIME B. FUSTER, RESIDENT COMMISSION-
ER IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO
RICO

Mr. Fusrza. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Brown.
Last week the Interior Committee considered the participation of

the insular jurisdictions, commonwealths, and territories in pro-
grams like AFDC, and the committee came to a conclusion, which
will be part of our corresponding report, that the insular jurisdic-
tions have not participated in the past in programs such as AFDC
on a parity basis with other jurisdictions in the mainland, and that
this has resulted in very serious adverse consequences to our is-
lands.

I will focus today very briefly on the situation of Puerto Rico, in
particular, which is the jurisdiction for which I have a special re-
sponsthility here in the Congress.

Generally speaking, my plea is that, in any reform that is finally
proposed by this committee, we be considered for treatment as any
other jurisdiction under the United States flag. To make my case, I
will refer to the particular situation that Puerto Rico has experi-
enced since we were given participation in the AFDC funding pro-
gram.

To put matters in perspective, let me tell you that the AFDC pro-
gram was extended to Puerto Rico in 1950; that ie, 15 years after
its implementation in the U.S. mainland. Despite the extreme pov-
erty prevailing on the island at that time, Puerto Rico was not
granted participation on a parity basis. Instead, a ceiling of $4.25
million was placed on the amount of Federal assistance, which in-
cluded both AFL C and AABD.

This cap was subsequently raised to $24 million in fiscal year
1972. Later, in 1979, the cap was raised to $72 million. That was
the last time the ceiling for Puerto Rico's participation in this most
important program was revised.

After 8 years with a cap which inflation has seriously eroded, I
believe the time has come to review Puerto Rico's situation, and
that of the islands generally, to consider giving us participation on
parity with the other jurisdictions in the mainland.

In considering this request to revise Puerto Rico's participation
in the AFDC program; the subcommittee should bear in mind that,
after an 89-year-long legal relationship between the island and the
mainland, and despite substantial economic development, needy
American citizens in Puerto Rico still remain the poorest group
within the population of the United States.

Per capita personal income for Puerto Ricans falls far below
mainland levels, reaching to just une-third of the level for the
United States in general and approximately to half the level of the
poorest of the 5U States. Mean family income for all families in
Puerto Rico is only slightly above the United States poverty level.
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Despite the economic progress that we have made in the past, our
unemployment rate still exceeds 17 percent.

Moreover, in spite of the island's dire economic circumstances,
Puerto Rico does not participate at all in several major Federal as-
sistance programs such as supplemental security income, 551, and
participates only to a very limited extent in various other Federal
programs for the needy, such as Medicare, Medicaid, nutritional as-
sistance, primary and secondary education, and others.

These exclusions are particularly unfortunate, since the elderly,
children under 18, and members of single- parent, female-headed
families comprise a disproportionately high share of the total
number of persons below the poverty level in Puerto Rico.

These stark realities are reflected in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico's waning capacity to meet the basic minimum necessi-
ties of its AFDC clients. When the Commonwealth made its initial
cost determination of recipients' basic needs under the program
including cost of food, clothing, energy, water, and personal effects,
but not housingir 1978, it waa determined that the minimum
cost of meeting basic needs was $64 per month for one person and
$208 per month for a family of four. At that time, due to the inad-
equacy of Federal assistance under the cap, the Commonwealth
could meet only 50 percent of these minimum basic needs.

From 1980 to 1987, the average monthly AFDC caseload in-
creased from 83,000 to 95,000, an increase of over 18 percent.
During this same period, the cost of living in Puerto Rico increased
by close to 50 percent.

By December 1986, the cost of basic needs for one person had in-
creased from $64 in 1978 to $90 in 1986. Similarly, the cost of basic
needs for a family of four had risen to $295.

These sharp price increases, coupled with a rise in the average
caseload, without a corresponding increase in the Federal contribu-
tion, have seriously diminished the Commonwealth's ability to
meet these basic needs. At present, the Commonwealth can meet
only 35 percent of the needs of its AFDC clients.

There are additional considerations underlying our request for
an overhaul of Puerto Rico's participation in the program. Last
year, as part of the reconciliation bill, this subcommittee consid-
ered a proposal relating to an ancillary program, AFDC-UP.

As you are aware, the original Social Security Act permitted
States to provide AFDC assistance only to needy children in one-
parent homes, unless the second parent were absent or incapacitat-
ed.

In 1961, as an antirecession measure, Congress enacted Public
Law 97-35, which granted States the option of providing AFDC as-
sistance to children cn two-parent families where the principal
wage earner was une _.iployed. What was propost.41 last year, and
may again be considered this year, is the possibility of making this
program mandatory for all jurisdictions participating in the AFDC
program.

While jurisdictions receiving State-like treatment would not be
affected by such a decision, since they would receive additional
funding as their level of expenditures rose, the Commonwealth
would face a severe crisis. Since its allocation is fixed by statute, no
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new funds would go to the Commonwealth, and they would be
forced to shoulder this great added burden alone.

Lastly, it should be noted that significant disparities have arisen
between the benefit levels on the island and those payable on the
mainland. Thus, the average AFDC monthly payment per family
on the island is only $97, as opposed to $340 per family on the
mainland. Similarly, the average monthly payment on the island
per recipient is only $30, while the average payment in the conti-
nental United States is $116 per recipient.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
is that the poor Americana who live in Puerto Rico not only receive
public assistance which is grossly inadequate to meet their most
basic needs, but that they are also subjected to a form of economic
discrimination which other poor Americans do not experience. The
result is that those who need assistance the most are actually re-
ceiving the least help.

On behalf of the poorest of the poor, I urge you to approve legis-
lation giving parity treatment to Puerto Rico in the AFDC pro-
gram. If this cannot be done now due to the serious budget prob-
lems the Nation faces, we request, at the very least, that Puerto
Rico be granted cost-of-living increases for our program sufficient
to restore the original purchasing power of the 1979 cap.

We have submitted legislation to that effect, H.R. 1402, which we
hope this committee will be able to consider favorably.

Thank you.
[Statement of Mr. Fuster follows:1
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Mr Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I appear before you today on

behalf of the 3 5 million Arencan at-nava. live m Puerto Rico, to request your
assistance in effecting a much - Headed overhaul of the =Uri, hmitators on AFDC

furling for Puerto Rico

To put matters in perspective, let ax bnefly rev.er the history pf Puerto
Rico s participation in the AFDC program Aid to Dependent Children via
established under Title IV of the Social Sccunty Act in 1935 as a cash grant program

to enable perticipaUng Jurisdictions to aid reedy children out one or both parents

deal, disabled or absent from bona Remmal Aid to Fiendia suth Dependent
Caldron, the AFDC Program vs Mended to Puerto Rico in 1950, 15 years after

its implementation out* U S mainland Despite the extreme poverty prevailing on
be Island a that time, Puerto Rico vas not granted participation on a panty basis

Inst ad, a cedmg of $4 25 million vas placed on the amotmt of federal assutare,
which metaled AFDC AABD

The cap vs subsequently raised to $24 million in FY 1972 Later, in 1979,

the cap era rams t o $72 m i l l i o n That rre It* last time that the ceding for Puffy:

Rico's pt-tXtr..= sr, thr most important program vic revised Nov, eight years

later, as we enter the final years of than decade, I believe that the tame has coma to

request that Puerto Rico receive treatment under the AFDC program on a parity
bats with the Suer

In considering this request to revise I ten° Rico's participation m the AFDC

program, re Subcommittee should bear in mid that after an 89 -year long legal
relaticarap beam the Island and the mainland, and despite substar ;comma
development, needy Amman citizens in Puerto Rico stall remain the poorest group

vatlan the population of the United States Per capita personal incorre for Puerto
Rican, falls far below nounlaril levels, retching to pat one third of the level for the

U S in general, lad apirshanataly to half the level of the poorest of the 50 States

Mean family me m! for all families in Puerto Rico as only slightly :hove the U S

rwrry level De-pite rig e:onomic progress that are have mete, our uremploydent
race st:11 17r.

Moreover, in spite of tie Island's dire Karmic circunrtancE, Puerto Rico
does not participate at all in several mayor federal Eastern programs, such as
Suppamental Security atone, and participates only to a very limited extent in
vanotr otter federal program for the needy, such as Medicare, Medicaid,
Nurdioral Assistance, and Primary aril Secondary Education These salmons are

particularly unfortunate stria the elderly, children under 18, and uembers sf
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single -parent female-hided families comprise a disproportionately high share of the

total number of Femme below the poverty level in Puerto Rico

These stark realities are reflected in the Commonwealth's vamps capacity to

nee' the tun: =mum nennitir of its AFDC client Men the Commonwealth
node it cabs! c::1 do.irtraolson of renpient' br.c reeds under he program
(imluding costs of fad, -toeing energy, water and personal effects, but not
urluding housing) in 1978, it vs determined that the inn= cost of meeting
basic needs vu $64 00 per month for one person, $112 00 per month for two
persons, $208 00 per month for a family of four, end $304 per month for a family of
sr At that brae, the to the miedequIty of federal assistance under the cap, the
Commonwealth could meet only 50% of these =man basic needs

From 1980 to 1987 the average monthly AFDC, caseload mcreased from
83,327 to 98,509, on uerexe of 18 2% During this sane period, 19E0-1987, the
cost ,4 11) Puerto F ico na7reased by clos.? to 50% By De:sinter, 19V.,, the co:i

of brie needs for one person hal =resod to $90 75 per month Similarly, the costs

of b..vie reed: for a family of four rose to $294 94 These sharp pnce =ream:,
c oupled nth the rue in th average ceceload, without a correponling urrease in the

Federal share, nave seriously diminished the Commonwealth's ability to meet these

basic needs At present, the Commonwealth can reset only 35 5% of the mute of its

AFDC client

Then are additioml connderations underlying our request Lan year, as part

of the Recorahabon Bill, this Sul:comae cormderee a proposal relating to an
airillary program AFDC-UP As you are aware, the original Social Security Act
permitted States to provide AMC asuman only to reedy children in one-parent
bones, unless the secoal parent were absent or urapeatated In 1961, as en
anti - region mmure, Congress emoted P L 97-35, vlech grated States the
option of providing AFDC issue= to children in two-porent families, aim the
pruripal wage earner was unemployed What -Is proposed last year end may
again be corciderecl the year is the possibility of making this program mmdatory

for all junsdichow participating in tie AFDC program While iun-Mictions

receiving State -like treatment would not be affected by such a decision, sure they
would receive additional haw as their level of expertlitwes rose, the
Commonwealth would fa a severe crisis Since its allocation is fixed by statute, 113

rev ha* would go to the Commonwealth, mid it would be forced to shoulder this
added burden alone

Lastly, it should be Doted that significant disparities have arisen betvein the

benefit levels on the Mad, ad those payable on the mainland Thum, the average

AFDC monthly payment per family on the Island is only $97, Ic opposed to $340 per

family on the mainland Similarly, the average monthly payment on the Island per

rein pont is only $30, while the average payment m the continental U S is $116 per

The b...ttam the pt.-dr AnPricrr chi, li in Puerto P.0:, ri:t
on it receive public a;:istarre vhs.h is grossly inadequate to meet their rn..st basic

needs, but that they are also subinted to a form of economic discrimination which

other poor Americans Ao not expeneire The result is that those who need asnstam-e

the mo:t are a:belly receiving the least help This simply defies reason On behalf
of the poorest of the poor, I urge you to approve legislation giving parity treatinem
to Puerto Rico m th AFDC program If this cannot be dote now due to the senora

budget problem the nation fro:, are request that at the very least, Puerto Rico be

granted con-of-living ircremes for our program sulk:lent to restore the original

purchming power of the 1979 cap We estimate that, m order to give the present
19EL tho sem, buying parer it had when d ra: etablishel eight

year: aE', Puertn F soul! require a 51 c2 curnulatm eos'-of -anti af pruner?,
oull raise it pa-ticipern in AFDC to $107 million
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Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. I want to thank the gentleman for his statement,

and we look forward to working with him as this issue develops.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Fuster, you mentioned that a family on

AFDC in Puerto Rico receives, on average, $97 per month com-

grdto
a family on the mainland who would receive about $340.reaet

would be equivalent to about $30 per person on the island,
and to about $90 here on the mainland?

Mr. Foam. $116.
Chairman FORD. $116. Does this cap of $72 million include sup-

plemental security income as well as AFDC, or is it just AFDC?
Mr. Fu EtrzR. It is just AFDC, because we do not paraaipate in
Chairman FORD. You do not participate in the supip. emental se-

curity income program at all?
Mr. FORM. At all, right.
Chairman FORD. Now, what about your unemployment compen-

sation benefits on the island, the Federal supplemental benefits?
Does the island participate in the Federal supplemental security
benefits?

Mr. FtmerER. The island participates in
Chairman FORD. The Federal aupplemental insurance benefit

that was provided for about 20 26 weeks. Was Puerto Rico eligi-
ble for that?

Mr. Furrint. We were eligible for that program, but again on a
limited basis. We have a number of programs that are aimed at the
very poor in the island, the indigent population, that we receive
Federal funding, but all of it is capped. The consequence is that
you add on all of these limitations, and each one of the different
programs, they receive less than they would if they were living, for
example, in a mainla_id jurisdiction, and the unemployment is an-
other one of those.

Chairman FORD. Why were they capped? Was it because of the
936 program in Puerto Rico, or was it because of the distilled spir-
its? I don't know; I am asking. I have only chaired this subcommit-
tee for 6 years, and I am wondering, why did we cap your AFDC
funds? Why hasn't SSI been extended to you?

Mr. FUSTER. I suppose that the basic reason is the size of the in-
digent population of Puerto Rico. We have, for example, a Medicaid
cap, to give you one practical example, that is very, very inad-
equate since people in Puerto Rico receive only 7 percent of what
we would receive if we were given parity treatment with the rest of
the jurisdictions in the mainland, 7 percent. So, in this sense,
AFDC is not really the worst. There are others where the inequity
is really unconscionable, I would say.

Every time I have looked into this matter, the response I have
obtained is that the problem is that Puerto Rico has too large a
population of indigent people. That is the same problem with nutri-
tional assistance, for example.

I do not think it has anything to do with something like the 936
program. As you know, Mr. Chairman, the economy of Puerto Rico
has this very peculiar characteristic.
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Chairman For.D. I am not implying that it should or that the 936
program is a swap for this. I really want a clear understanding of
why the cap was placed on the AFDC benefits on the island.

Mr. FusTER. I imagine it would be the cost. If we were to, for ex-
ample, adjust the current ceiling, just to give cost-of-living in-
creases commensurate with inflation in the last 8 years, the cap
would have to be raised to $109 million, and that is just to have the
same buying power now that the people had when the cap was
fixed 8 years ago.

Chairman Foam. So it is because of your large indigent popula-
tion that you have to

Mr. Fuergx. Exactly.
Chairman FORD. Is the cap at $72 million?
Mr. Puma. Yes.
Chairman FORD. And those funds must cover all those that would

be eligible to participate from your indigent population. Does this
cover AFDC as well as SSI, or do you just spend the $72 million in
AFDC?

Mr. Puma. Just on the AFDC.
Chairman FoRD. Just on the AFDC.
You als3 use some of the $72 million for the aged, blind, and dis-

abled as well
Mr. FusTER. Yes, that is right.
Chairman Foam [continuing]. Which are some of the people that

would qualify on the mainland for supplemental security income
benefits.

Mr. FusTER. Yes, but what they receive there is something like
$4 out of $100 as compared to what they would receive if, instead of
the AABD program, we had SSI.

Chairman FORD. I am agreeing with you. You have to pay your
SSI recipients out of this same $72 million that must be used for
AFDC benefits.

Mr. Puma. Exactly.
Chairman FORD. Now, let me ask you this. Families eligible for

AFDC receive low payments on the island, but they do qualify for
Medicaid benefits, all of the families, once they trigger onto the
program, is that correct?

Mr. FEWER. Yes, they do.
Chairman FoRD. They do.
Mr. FUSTER. But again, the Medicaid program is so grossly limit-

ed. Puerto Rico receives, as I was saying, an amount that is only
about 7 percent of what they would receive under Medicaid if
Puerto Rico was given parity treatment.

Chairman FORD. I anderstand. You have a cap on your Medicaid
benefits as well on the island?

Mr. FUSTER. Yes. We have a cap on the Medicaid. We have cap
on primary and secondary education. We have a cap on Medicare.
We have a cap on food checks.

Chairman FORD. I really want to thank you for your testimony.
It is an area that we will look into as we draft the final version of
the welfare reform package in the coming days, and I thank you
very much for coming to the commitbee.

Mr. FUSTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman FORD. Former Governor Thornburgh, we are very de-
lighted once again to welcome you to the Public Assistance Sub-
committee. We certainly appreciate your coming some time ago
when there was a crisis with the unemployment insurance pro-
gram, the Federal supplemental insurance program. You were a
real asset to this subcommittee and to those of us on the House
Ways and Means Committee. Your input, your testimony, working
with this committee, was very valuable.

I want you to know, as chairman of this subcommittee, that I ap-
preciate your thoroughness and your responsiveness to this com-
mittee, and I welcome you once again on a very critical issue that
needs to be addressed in this Nation. That is welfare reform.

I welcome you before the subcommittee. I am delighted to se you
once again and would like to yield to Mr. Brown for any opening,
introductory statement he likes.

Mr. Baovr.f. Mr. Chairman, thank you.
The Governor is known as a doer, as someone who gets things

done and someone who has positive alternatives, and we are de-
lighted that he could join us today.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L THORNBURGH, FORMER GOV-
ERNOR OF PENNSYLVANIA, AND DIRECTOR-DESIGNATE, INSTI-
TUTE OF POLITICS, JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERN-
MENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY; ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD
MILLER, ASSOCIATE DEAN, SCHOOL OF URBAN AND PUBLIC
AFFAIRS, CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIVERSITY

Mr. THORNBURGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As I told you, the work that was done in this subcommittee on

unemployment compensation provided a breathing space for Penn-
sylvania and other industrial States, most of whom have turned
the corner, with reforms at the State level, and we certainly appre-
ciate the attention that was given to the indebtedness that had ac-
crued to the Federal Government under the unemployment com-
pensation law, and I wish you similar success with this endeavor.

With me today is Harold Miller, associate dean of the School of
Urban and Public Affairs at Carnegie-Mellon University in Pitts-
burgh, and former director of the Office of Policy Development in
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

Five years ago in Pennsylvania, the air was full of dire predic-
tions about the impact of a recently enacted welfare reform law.
The successful outcome of our efforts in Pennsylvania, a major in-
dustrial State in the process of a dramatic economic transition, has
surprised both supporters and detractors of the program.

As welfare reform hi - at last moved front and center on the na-
tional agenda, with lea -Ts of both parties in Washington as well
as the Nation's Governors focusing welcome attention on our cur-
rent system of caring for the Nation's most needy, it may well
prove useful to review Pennsylvania's 5 years of experience with
welfare reform.

First, a look at history. As the 1970's came to a close, Pennsylva-
nia's welfare program was nearly out of control. With overall
public assistance expenditures more than tripling from 1971 to
1979, there had been no increase in the level of benefits since 1975,
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during a period of ravaging inflation. Why? Because Pennsylvania,
with about 5 percent of the Nation's population, had almost 20 per-
cent of the Nation's general assistance welfare recipients and
simply could not afford to provide grant increases out of available
resources.

At the heart of the system's shortcomings was a failure to differ-
entiate between benefits for those permanently expectant of State
supportthat is, the very old, the very young, caretakers, the
handicapped, and the disabled and those transitionally in need of
assistance, mostly single, able-bodied, employable individuals be-
tween ages 18 and 45.

Our first assignment, then, was to separate these two separate
and distinct groups and to treat them differently; tlrn is, to raise
benefits for the chronically needy with the funds saved by moving
the transitionally needy off the permanent welfare rolls and into
job t and job placement programs which would break their
cycle of welfare dependency.

Pennsylvania's 1982 legislation, enacted after 3 years of debate,
did just that. It provided for increases in benefits to those unable to
support themselves while limiting benefits for the employable, re-
stricting them to 3 months' cash assistance per year, during which
time they were obliged to seek employment and to participate in
public service jobsso-called workfare programson our theory
that the best way to get a job is to have a job. In many cases, this
was the first such experience in a lifetime for these welfare recipi-
ents.

The transitionally need _y remained eligible for food stamps and
medical assistance throughout the year in order to help them make
the transition to independence. Savings from these step., went into
beefed-up job training and placement programs an.: tax credits for
prospective employers, as well as increased grant levels.

With nearly 5 years' experience, the results, I suggest, are most
instructive. First, overall State expenditures for public assistance
today are actually slightly less than they were 8 years ago.

Grant levels, however, have been increased four times in the past
7 years by an aggregate of 25 percent for a family of four, repre-
senting a total of over half a billion new dollars in assistance
during this period. Pennsylvania's overall benefits and eligibility
remain among the most generous of the States.

Over 1,200 State, county, and local government and nonprofit
agencies have provided public e ervice jobs for more than 133,000
employable former welfare recipients, despite a politically inspired
boycott of this program by the State's two largest cities, Philadel-
phia and Pittsburgh., where 40 percent of those ,e)3;,-INT reside.

A 1984 study showed that welfare reform did not create serious
problems for those whose benefits were reduced, and that the ma-
jority did not return to the rolls when they were eligible again.

By year-end 1986, a total of nearly 300,000 former welfare recipi-
ents have found private-sector jobs or were placed in job training
programs, including 50,000 "alumni" of the workfare component.

While the welfare bureaucracy has been reduced in size by elimi-
nating over 8,000 unneeded positions, AFDC error rates have plum-
meted from over 16 percent to less f .an 6 percent, saving $70 mil-
lion a year.

48, ;.



481

Moreover, efforts to crack down on fraud have more than dou-
bled recovered funds from this source, and the State has led the
Nation in the past 4 years in child support collections, offsetting
welfare costs by another $67 million last year alone.

A $4 million comprehensive initiative to improve services to
pregnant teenagers and teenage parents was implemented last year
in order to head off welfare dependency among this highly vulnera-
ble group. Record levels of support for other State human service
programs, including imaginative for the homeless and at-
risk children, rounded out a total overhaul of Pennsylvania's
people-oriented programs.

In introducing our welfare reforms to the Pennsylvania General
Assembly in October 1979, I stated, "The time has come when we
must take able-bodied men and women off of our welfare rolls."
Even a strongly rthamding economyand 1986 saw a record
number of Pennsylvania wort ng men and women on the job and
unemployment at a 12-year loweven this has kept this ambitious
goal beyond full realization in Pennsylvania, but the turnaround
has been dramatic. From a decade during which 155,000 people
were added to the welfare rolls, we have seen the last 5 years'
effort produce a net reduction of over 100,000.

The lesson? From a State which has actually implemented a wel-
fare reform effort, it truly appears that targeting cash assistance to
those who have no legitimate expectation of self-sufficiency, while
expanding service and support to those whc can work, pays off for
welfare recipients and taxpayers alike.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to consider any
questions you might have.

Chairman Foan. Thank you very much, Governor.
Your testimony recommends that we target cash assistance to

those who cannot be self-sufficient and expand the work activities
for those who can work among AFDC recipients.

Who should not be expected to work?
Mr. THORNBURGH. The category that we identified as the chron-

ically needy are those people who, because of age or tender years,
or because of handicap or disability, or because of caretaker respon-
sibilities, those people with drug and alcohol problems that may
temporarily force them out of the job market, that group of people
of whom we reasonably cannot have an expectation of successfully
going through job training and job placement programs that would
tend to support themselves.

Chairman FORD. And all of them are not within the jurisdiction
of the AFDC or the welfare program. Perhaps they receive general
assistance or some other assistance other than just AFDC.

Mr. THORNBURGH. Right. The experiences that I oitlined in
Pennsylvania related co our changes in the general assistance pro-
gram, with some piggybacking on changes made in the AFDC pro-
gram as well.

Chairman Foan. Do you recommend that some changes be made
in the AFDC program to include general assistance?

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think the lesson that is forthcoming from
our experience and other States' experiences with the State-funded
general Assistance program indicates that the direction in which
the consensus seems to be developing of substituting for those who
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are able to work, work requirements, work registration, job train-
ing, and job placement programs, in those areas where cash sub-
sistence is the sole recourse now, has a lot to recommend it.

Chairman Foan. The administration and other organizations
have made recommendations which have addressed the issue of at
what age a child should be before the mother is required or asked
to go into a training or work program. What is your response to
this? What would you recommend, Governor?

Mr. THORNBURGH. I don't want to tell you more than I know, and
I don't think I can give you an answer on that I hope that is some-
thing that is addressed in order to get the views of people who have
had experience with it.

We have, in our State, what is the age, 6?
Mr. Mama. Age 6. That is the
Mr. THORNBURGH. I don't know whether there are proposals to

reduce that. Now, there are some down to 3 years
Chairman Foan. Yes. Several organizations have made a recom-

mendation of 3 years of age. The administration has said that after
6 months the mother should be placed in a training or work pro-
pram.

The question is before the committee, and 6 years of age mightbe--
Mr. THORNBURGH. To a certain extent, that is going to depend on

the availability of quality day care or early intervention programs
which can take u the slack or, indeed, im u. on the envi-
ronment that t exist in a single-parent house ld or a house-
hold that is ' y endent on public assistance.

But to fix a spfti& age, I think, probably is going to have to
take some careful examination by your committee and your coun-
ts . I wouldn't want to venture a guess on that now.

Foan. All right.
Mr. THORNBURGH. I think there certainly is an age beyond which

the type of traditional custodial care, caretaking within the family,
can be whittled away to provide self-sufficiency and the dignity and
economic security that goes with a job if there are quality pro-
grams available to act as an alternative.

Chairman Foan. Governor, one final question. What is it that is
different today that makes welfare reform possible? I mean, what
is the climate throughout the Nation?

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think there are probably three things, Mr.
Chairman. One is a recognition that the deficit problem requires
an examination of every program that government runs at every
level in terms of cost-benefit analysis and a look at welfare. Clear-
ly, as I indicated in my testimony, when that cost-benefit analysis
was carried out in our State of Pennsylvania with regard to the
general assistance rogram, it produced some dramatic changes
which turned out tobe for the good

Second, I think the experience af the Statesand certainly you
have heard from a number of Governors, former Governors, legisla-
tors, and others who have experimented in this areaprovides a
model for the Federal Government to look at a more comprehen-
sive overhaul of the entire system.

Third, I think, to complement the chairman and his colleagues
and his counterparts in the Senate and in the administration,
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there is a public focus by elected and appointed officials on the
need to balance the cost with providing a full range of benefits for
those people who are in need.

When an idea's time comes, it is a very difficult thing to resist,
and I think that these hearings and their counterparts will have a
very positive fallout in this respect.

Chairman FORD. How do we get past the perception that a wel-
fare reform package will cost billions of additional dollars and that
we are just throwing money at the problem? No we wants to look
ahead 5, 6, 10 years away and say we will spend money in the
short rm, but in the long run, it will not only save the Federal
Government some dollars but also bring about family stability and
save a valuable resourceour childrenfrom becoming real prob-
lems in urban areas.

Mr. Tumunitram. I think you have two problems of public per-
ception that are difficult to address simultaneously but, nonethe-
less, drawing on experience such as we had in our State and in
other States, can be addressed.

One is a perception that welfare reform is some draconian meas-
ure directed against the poor in a disguised form. The other, as you
point out, is that it is a guise for massive new public expenditures.

I think the experience in State welfare reformand that is one
of the beauties of our Federal system, that these can be carried out
without national consequenceswould indicate that, as in our
State, careful reform can be carried out at no additional public ex-
pense by utilizing the savings and adjusting the level of benefits
and eligibili4.y to enhance the opportunity for people to become self-
sufficient.

In our State, dollar for dollar, the savings achieved from restrict-
ing the eligibility of single, able-bodied, employable people were
plowed back into enhanced efforts to provide job training and job
placement through the work registration program so that, in the
final analysis, the costs evened out and in fact were slightly re-
duced, but with a much better mix between people who were re-
ceiving subsistence payments in cash and those who were support-
ing themselves.

In fact, when you take into account the increased taxes paid by
those people who came off the welfare rolls and became employable
and paid additional tax revenues, you would probably have a fairly
substantial gain. But just looking at it within the confines of the
program itself, I think you can accomplish that.

The other perception was one that I indicated obtained at the
outset of this program. There was a great deal of criticism of this
Pennsylvania program in terms of what effect it would have on
people who theretofore had been on the welfare rolls with no obli-
gation to seek work or accept job training or accept jobs for a 12-
month period. There was a perception that they would be preju-
diced by this change.

The record clearly indicates to the contrary, and I am pleased to
say that that furor died down within a year or so after the pro-
gram was put into effect, and it was seen that it did not produce
those kinds of draconian results. But it is a challenge to see that
the public understands that this is a program that balances fiscal

4f 8



484

concerns with continued compassion for those people who are in
need.

Chairman FORD. Ticnk you.
Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor, your comments are most interesting, and we appreci-

ate your coming.
Tell me a little about your program on tax incentives for employ-

ers. What was involved and how did it work?
Mr. THORNBURGH. The notion was that in order to inovide a

"carrot" to employers to provide jobs for those people whom they
might otherwise look askance atpeople on the welfare rollsthey
would be given a tax credit for every employee that was added to
their payroll from the welfan. rolls. The total amount of the credit
was what, Harold?

Mr. Muss. It amounts to about $3,000 over the course of 3
years. It is a minimum employment requirement of 1 year in order
to claim the credit, and they can claim it up to 3 full years of em-
ployment.

Mr. BROWN. How successful do you think that provision was?
Mr. Mimics. We have had about, I think, 11,000 to 12,000 welfare

recipients find jobs using the tax credit in the past 4 years.
Mr. BaowN. Most of the tax credit programs I was familiar with

when I used to work for a living were programs that did not induce
employers to create new jobs. Employers applied for the credit be-
cause it was a source of revenue.

Was it your feeling that you had people actually start new jobs
because of the tax incentive'? Do you think that at least some of the
jobs would not have existed without the credit?

Mr. THORNBURGH. Let me make a couple of observations in that
Congressman.
of all, the cause-and-effect relationship is hard to establish

when you pick this one component of a comprehensive set of pro-
grams that are designed to transform welfare recipients into full-
time employees.

For example, under our Job Training Partnership Act program,
a priority is given to welfare recipients in job training programs to
enhance their movement onto private payrolls. That could meld
with the tax benefit to kind of give you a little difficulty in actual-
ly tracing what the genesis of the employment was.

The same thing with our Comprehensive Work Experience pro-
gram, the workfare component, which was designed to get people
work experience and, as I said, many times for the first time begin
to develop a notion of what it meant to apply for a job and to par-
ticipate in job training, and that would move people eel of the
public sector workfare program into private sector employment.
That is a question of causation, which makes it difficult to answer
your question.

The second thing is that, during this period of time, we had a
rapidly expanding economy. We have seen about 500,000 new jobs,
net new jobs, created over the last 3 years in Pennsylvania, and
again, the causation factor somewhat breaks down.

The fact of the matter is that people who were on welfare have
moved into private sector jobs, and our sense is that, as a compo-
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nent, not a cure-all but a component of a comprehensive welfart
reform plan, the tax credit, at minimal cost, provided enough of en
incentive to keep it included. It really would have to be evaluated
more fully than I think we have done.

Mr. Baowi. Thank you.
Did you use public jobs in this process of providing a work alter-

native?
Mr. THORNBURGH. Yes. Public agencies, including agencies of

State government, most notably our Department of Environmental
Resources and the Department of Military Affairs, I guess, was theother

Mr. Mum And welfare, too.
Mr. Twoawaulow [continuing]. And the Department cf Welfare,

yes. There are a number of success stories in that regard of people
coming into public employment as workfare employees and then
staying on and getting full -time jobs.

We also used nonprofit agencies and other social service agencies
to provide this kind of component as well.

Mr. Baoww. Do you think these folks performed a valuable
public service?

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think they were assessed very highly. The
sanctions figure was minimal.

Mr. Ilium. In terms of people being sanctioned?
Mr. THORNBURGH. Yes.
Mr. hiniza. It was about 3 percer t; 3 percent of the people par-

ticipating were sanctioned for not participating.
Mr. THORNBURGH. That was available for those people who were

not satisfied with the service. So I think that is about as good as
you would find anywhere.

Mr. BROWN. That is much better than we do in Congress, I think.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Twomuntow. Well, the sanction is little more draconian in
Congress as well.

But I think you would get a good assessment of the quality of
work. This is a very important feature of this, in my view. Once
that initial hurdle of unfamiliarity with the work ethic process
people who have never worked oftentimes have difficulty keeping
in mind the fact that they have certain times when they must
come and when they can leave, and that probably, more than any
skills picked up during the particular job, is the greatest contribu-
tion of the workfare component.

Mr. BROWN. We had witnesses testify yesterday who were con-
cerned that AFDC employment programs might lead to displace-
ment of regular workers in the public sector jobs by welfare recipi-
ents. Did you have that experience?

Mr. Twoarauaaw. No. The law itself provided that no workfare
employee ,ould displace or fill a vacancy that existed on a public
payroll. What this did was to undertake programs that would not
have been done otherwise with the existing payrot.

The disappointment to us was that neither Philadelphia nor
Pittsburgh or Allegheny County, the greater Pittsburgh area, par-
ticipated in a meaningful way, the disappointment being in terms
of what could have been done in major urban areas.
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For example, in Philadelphia, they have a rather sizable graffiti
problem. Philadelphia's graffiti is probably more lurid than some
of the other cities.

Mr. BitowN. They are more interesting than those in Colorado.
Mr. THORNBURGH. They are more interesting, right. And this is

an election year, and it will probably get more lurid. But ' always
thought that that would be a very profitable way to turn workfare
into a beautification project, because, particularly with the dispro-
portionate number of young minority unemployed, even in an im-
proving economy within that city, to begin to develop work habits.

They had started a program there at public expense to do this,
and it just seemed to me that they were missing a bet. But I am
not the mayor of Philadelphia, so I cannot really speak on it.

Mr. Baowx. Well, it may be not all bad; it may be a blessing.
Mr. THORNBURGH. At times, I think that is probably so.
Mr. BROWN. Did you require recipients of food stamps to partici-

pate in your program?
Mr. THORNBURGH. Only to this extent, that those people who for-

merly received year-round welfare benefits and had them cut back
to 3 months a year continued to receive food stamps through the
entire 12 months. I don't think there were any other food stamp
consequences.

Mr. BROWN. Would it be helpful to the program to have some
flexibility in using food stamps?

Mr. THORNBURGH. In cashing out?
Mr. BRowN. Cashing out or using money from food stamps as

part of an overall employment program?
Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, I thinkmy tendency is to agree with

my former colleagues in their traditional view being that a maxi-
mum degree of flexiaility for experimentation ought to be provided
at the State and local level. There is a good deal of flexibility al-
ready, but one never knows where the next solid idea is going to
come from in this area, and it se,..ns to me that the maximum
number of options that are provided to be flexible enough to ad-
dress different situation and different needs, the better off you are
going to be.

Mr. Miura. If I might, the suggestion that we have often felt
would be helpful would be if in fact there was consistency between
the food stamp and AFDC programs so that we could simplify ad-
ministration and try to use some of those administrative resources
that now go into following the rules in the programs and turn that
over into employment and training assistance.

Mr. BROWN. Help me understand that. What you are suggesting
is that you be allowed to use the same personnel to administer
both programs?

Mr. Musa. We do, but we have to have more because of the dif-
ferent rules and regulations in each program.

Mr. THORNBURGH. From Ag and from HHS.
Mr. MILLER. It adds an additional degree of complexity in the

program that we could probably reduce by having consistency.
Mr. BROWN. So when we say consistency, we mean similar quali-

fication standards or similar kinds of verification?
Mr. Mum All of the eligibility and rules.
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Mr. THORNBURGH. Something as simple as the same forms used
by two different Federal agencies.

Mr. BROWN. You are talking about forms and standards and veri-
fication?

Mr. MILLER. Exactly, the wholewe have had, for example, to
pursue separate initiatives on error rates in food stamps and AFDC
with two different agencies at the Federal level, which takes a lot
of time and energy away from programs that could be used to help
people get jobs.

Mr. BROWN. I think the committee would be very interested ia
following up on that. You appreciate some of our difficulties be-
cause we are divided into separate committees that tend to view
these issues differently. If you have an opportunity to supply us
with a little note on that, it would be very helpful.

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think what I might do, Congressman Brown,
is communicate that concern to the National Governors Associa-
tion, and perhaps they can collate the experiences that all of the
States have had in that regard and give you a little broader reach
than just what Pennsylvania's vantage point is.

Mr. BROWN. Yes.
Mr. THORNBURGH. It is an importantit sounds like one of those

off-in-the-corner bureaucratic questions, but, believe me, the cost of
that multiple compliance and the difficulty of working through it is
substantial. So we will see what we can do on that.

Mr. BROWN. One last question. One concern that has been ex-
pressed during these hearings is that, by giving States flexibility,
you may well leave people without adequate support. Do you agree
with this concern?

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, Pennsylvania, long before and including
up to today, under my successor, has always had a tradition of pro-
viding very generous benefits to people in need both in terms of un-
employment compensation, general assistance, and some of the cut-
ting-edge programs that aid the poor. So it is not within my experi-
ence that that kind of flexibility would be a problem.

I think that the statement adopted by the National Governors
Association last month should be of some reessurance on that score
with regard to the level of benefits. The kind of flexibility that I
think we are addressing does not relate so much to dollars and
cents as it does to the form in which benefits are to be forthcoming,
the manner in which they are to be administered, and to give the
States a little bit of flexibility in adjusting to their particular pro-
file, their particular constituency, and not have this cookie-cutter
approach that something stamped out in HHS or Ag or wherever
has to suffice for every locale.

That is happening, I am bound to say. There is a lot more of that
flexibility, but it is always a concern in areas such as Mr. Miller
mentioned that you kind of scratch your head and say, Why do you
have to do this this way? Well, it is because they say you do it that
way in Washington. And that kind of flexibility, I think, would be
extremely useful.

Again, I cannot speak for my former colleagues or those present
Governors, but I do not get a sense that the movement that the
Governors are undertaking is a penny-pinching movement that
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would have adverse effects or the level of support forthcoming to
people in need.

On the contrary, I think what they are looking for are more cost
effective ways to provide real benefits that are targeted in the way
that we did it in Pennsylvania; that is, a maximum amount of cash
assistance to those people for whom we can have no legitimate ex-
pectation self-support and a maximum amount of support in
making the transition from welfare dependency tc the dignity and
economic secu-ity of a job for those people who can.

I would ' if there was any State, if you are able to
come up Jolution that meets those needs, that will be pro-
viding and for those in need than they ax e today.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you.
Chairman FORD. Mr. Chandler.
Mr. CHANDLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman
Governor, this has been very interesting, and I appreciate your

testimony.
I was curious how it was that Philadelphia and Pittsburgh,

under your law, opted out. As I understand it, they did not partici-
pate.

Mr. THORNBURGH. The participation in the workfare program is
voluntary. We have had some 1,300 communities and agencies par-
ticipate. But I cannot speak for why they did not do it, except that
it clearly had its genesis in the fact that I was a Republican Gover-
nor and the mayors of those cities are Democrats. Maybe you
might ask them.

Interestingly enough, my successor in office is a Democrat, and
his secretary of public welfare, in one of his first public addresses
to this problem, stated that what he wanted to do was to get Phila-
delphia an4 Pittsburgh involved. Maybe he will have better luck
with his party colleagues than I did.

Mr. CHANDLRR. When you were talking in response to Mr.
Brown's questions, one that I had intended to ask, you mentioned
the sanctions for thoseI think you said 3 percentwho failed to
participate or perform. What were those sanctions? Complete loss
of benefits?

Mr. THORNBURGH. They were the loss of benefits, yes.
Mr. CHANDLER. The total loss of benefits?
Mr. THORNBURGH. The benefits, as you knowthe conversion is

that the benefits are forthcoming and the hours worked are ob-
tained by dividing ti benefits by the minimum wage. That, in
effect, employs people in these public service jobs at a minimum-
wage level. If they don't perform, they don't show up, then they
are treated as they would be in a private sector job and relieved.
They lose their benefits, their paycheck.

Mr. CHANDLER. That was apparently an adeqilate incentive to
participate.

The chairman raises a question that I think is troubling every-
body on the committee, and that is the appropriate age of the child
at which we require participation in either training or a workfare
type of situation. However, there is a difference in regard to the
teen mothers. I think that is a little different issue than, say, one
who is in her twenties or thirties.
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How did you handle that under your program? What require-
ments did you have, say, for continuation of high school for a teen
mother?

Mr. THORNBURGH. We began a program last year to provide sup-
port for pregnant teenagers and teen mothers to enable them to
complete their education by providing a support mechanism for
both their prenatal care and care of infants after their delivery.

We also have provided, as a part of our job training program,
that same kind of support for teen mothers in job training pro-
grams, if they are dropouts or after their education. In fact, there
is one program that I visited in Pittsburgh last year that is truly
unique in that it is a three-generational program.

The young mother is enrolled in a job training program while
her infant is in a day care center tended by the young mother's
mother, the grandmother. I was able to share that experience with
a group of other Governors who were visiting, and it was truly a
remarkable synergism at work that involved all three generations
in very important things.

The young mother was being trained for a job. The infant was
being tended by who better than a grandmother, and the grand-
mother had a sense of participation in creating a family unit that
was going to be self-supporting.

That kind of program indicates that the flexibility that I spoke of
can often produce some very hettrtwarming results as well.

Mr. CHANDLER. I very much agree.
Two more, if I may, Mr. Chairman
I suspect that Pennsylvania is a great deal like my State of

Washington in the diversity of the economy, everything from heavy
industry to agriculture. As you know, for employers, that creates
oftentimes a difficult need for seasonal employees.

I think thatwell, I will see if you agreeour welfare system
has tended to discourage recipients from participating in those sea-
sonal jobs because of the loss of benefits. How did you address this,
or did you, in your plan?

Mr. THORNBURGH. I do not think we focused on that particular
aspect because very little of our agricultural employment is season-
al. We have, in the southeastern part of the State, our mushroom
mdustry, and parts, I suspect, of the tobacco-raising industry, but
there is not a significant number of migrant workers or seasonal
workers there. Most of our farming is family farming, and we don't
have that problem. I do not think it was addressed specifically
within welfare reform.

Mr. MILLER. The general assistance program that we established
would be helpful in that because it provides 3 months of assistance
out of the year, which would cover people during the period they
are not working, and they can also, in many cases, continue to re-
ceive medical assistance and food stamps during the period they
are working, depending on what their wage level is.

Mr. CHANDLER. But it certainly would argue for the flexibility
that you talked about earlier.

Mr. THORNBURGH. Absolutell
Mr. CHANDLER. In States like ours, it would not be a 3-month

period. That might be the employment opportunity.
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Mr. THORNBURGH. You would have a 9-month period of unem-
ployment, yes.

Mr. CHANDUIR. Right, or lesscutting fresh flowers, picking ber-
ries, that kind of thing.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday we heard that testimony from one gen-
tleman who said that it did not make any sense to provide training
to a participant unless there was a job available, which I thought
was really an incredible thing to say, and I referred to an article
that I had read in a publication that we kind of had a chuckle over.

But I brought that article today, and I thought it would just be
more appropriate to read this statement, a very short one, into the
record, quoting thisI am sure you have never heard of them
unless you have teenagers, tooa singing group called Run DMC.
They are from Queens, NY.

Do you like them, too?
Mr. THORNBURGH. That is the number one rap outfit in the coun-

try. Come on, Congressman. You've got to get with it. [Laughter.]
Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I want to point out the fact that

we have a Republican former Governor here
Chairman FORD. Maybe a good Democrat[Laughter.]
Mr. CHANDLER [continuing]. Who has heard of Run DMC.
Mr. THORNBURGH. In fact I did a little rap number of my own

last year at our gridiron dinner, so if you want me to perform
Mr. CHANDLER. At any rate, if I could, I just want to read this

into the record, their statement about what they perceive, and they
came from here. This is not some middle-class white Member of
Congress saying this; this is a black young man who came from
where much of the problem exists.

He says that the bandlet me quote him
The kids look up to us because they are so impressionable. They have to know to

go to school and not to do drugs. Because they have to know about that, I have to
rap about it. I do it consciously because I know the kids are listening to this mes-
sage.

And then he goes on to say, and this makes the point that I was
trying to make yesterday,

We perform a song called "The Message"

This is Run talking.
It lets everybody know what was going on in their neighborhoods. There was a

child born with no state of mind, blind to the ways of mankind. He was born in the
ghetto, and while he doesn't know anything, all he sees are pimps, addicts, and drug
dealers. This is what he begins to know. He hasn't anything to grip onto but what
he sees when he walks out the door. He has choices, but how is he going to know
about them?

And that was the point, Mr. Chairman, I was trying to make yes-
terday. Rather than to submit this for the record, because there is
some pretty rough language in other parts of it, I will just read
that portion in, and that is that.

Chairman Foal). Governor, I will not tell you what magazine it
appeared in, either. [Laughter.]

Mr. THORNBURGH. I thought maybe you were going to ask me to
perform it. [Laughter.]

Just to supplement that and reiterate something I said earlier,
there are so many components to this process of moving from wel-
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fare dependency into meaningful employment. But, clearly, one of
the most important is the one that I mentioned earlier about the
concept of what the work life is about.

Much of our effort in the job training, quite aside from welfare
or no, has been to get people, to familiarize them with the process
of applying for a job, of fzJ Ing out forms, writing a resume, appear-
ing for an interview. So many of these skills are not known to two
groups of people: one, those young people who are at a float be-
cause of being on unninployment or welfare; and the second and
the most challenging one is the dislocated worker, that is, the
worker in many of our mill towns where the mill is shut down or
operating at reduced capacity, where one generation after another
has gone from high school into the mill, into good-paying jobs, and
these folks, in mid-career, skilled workers, hard workers, have
never had the challenge of having to find new employment.

A lot of the job clubs and other activities that have been under-
taken in some of these areas heavily impacted by loss of heavy in-
dustrial employment have been directed toward just that, with
some very satisfying results.

So that is a factor about job training that is often overlooked. It
is not to teach a manual skill, to be a welder, a plumber, an electri-
cian, or what have you, but simply how to enter into a job market
at a time of a rising economy when new jobs are available.

Chairman FORD. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. Karnizum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, Governor,

excuse me for being late.
Mr. THORNBURGH. Good morning.
Mrs. KENNELLY. And, also, congratulations on what a wonderful

job I hear you are doing in your new position.
Governor, first let me say, by the way, that remarkable situation

that you described of the mother being trained, and the grand-
mother as the day helper and the grandchild in day care, is, I
think, the goal of what many of us are looking at.

I just want to csk you a little bit more about the first page of
your statement. You talk about, "At the heart of the system's
shortcomings was a failure to differentiate between benefits for
those permanently expectant of State support," and you described
the very old, the young, the caretakers, the handicapped, and the
disabled. And then you talk about the transitional in net i of assist-
ance, the able-bodied.

We are wrestling with something here. We have seen some of the
best demonstration programs in which the numbers look very good,
but when they get on to reexamination, you see that there is a
tendency to take those that are in short-term aid and might have
gotten a job, anyway, having a lot

Mr. THORNBURGH. Creaming, you mean.
Mrs. KENNZU.Y. Creaming. I didn't want to use it today, but

creaming. You know exactly what I mean.
Mr. THORNBURGH. Yes.
Mrs. KRNNELLY. How, then, is this choice made when you put the

caretakers in that first group, because we are finding that, if you
really want to have meaningful welfare reform, you have got to
take those facing the barriers of illiteracy and no training and put
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them into that area where you are spending some money, though it
takes a lot of money, but you see long-term results.

So could you just expand on how you made this choice here, or
maybe I am misreading it?

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, I think that kind of gets us back into
wrestling with the notion of at what age is it appropriate to substi-
tute day care, coupled with a requirement for job or job training
for a woman of AFDC, something I am really not capable of ad-
dressing as an expert, believe me.

In our experience, you see, our general assistance population was
disproportionately made up of single, able-bodied, employable men,
because it is a supplement to the AFDC program. So that caretak-
ing role was an exception. More often than not, the caretaking role
was to the AFDC mother who was not affected by this reform. So
the caretaking refers to that case where it might be a woman not
covered by AFDC or the less frequent case of a man who was the
actual caretaker.

Mrs. KormiLy. Governor, having put some time into this and
having certain success in it, how do you feel about mandatory work
and/or mandatory education for a welfare AFDC recipient?

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, it is a difficult policing job. I don't think
there is

i
any question about that. But my sense is, with 5 years of

experience n work requirements and work registration require-
ments, coupled with a broad spectrum of programs available to be
taken advantage of, is that it has a substantial advantage over
simple cash assistance. I think that advantage is not only fiscal, as
I pointed out, but it is an advantage in terms of providing people
with employment opportunities that they might not have had oth-
erwise.

So I think the work requirement is very important. I think the
difficulty of policing job training and educational requirements
makes it a little more difficult. But again, I would look at the expe-
riences of States where this has been carried out.

Mandatory training and educational requirements I do not have
enough experience with to give you a judgment on.

Mrs. KINNILLY. Thank you, Governor.
Chairman 'FORD. Again, Governor, let us thank you very much

for your appearance before the subcommittee, and thank you again
for your testimony.

Mr. THORNBURGH. Thank you, and I wish you all well in a very
important venture, and we will he following your activities with
great interest.

Chairman FORD. Thank you very much.
The subcommittee would like to call a panel: Ms. Ruth Flower, a

member of the Domestic Human Needs Work Group, the Interfaith
Action of Economic Justice; Patrick Conover, policy advocate,
Office for Church and Society, United Church of Christ; Charles V.
Bergstrom, executive director of the Lutheran Office of Govern-
mental Affairs; and Keith B. McMullin, managing director of the
Welfare Services Department of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter Day Saints.

The subcommittee would like to welcome the panel. We appreci-
ate your being so patient in waiting to testify and look forward to
hearing from you.
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I want to apologize now for the fact that I will have to leave and
go over to the Children's Defense Fund to make a brief statement
before their conference today.

The Chair asks Mrs. Kennelly to come and chair the subcommit-
tee at this time. I assure you that I will read your testimony, and if
there are any questions, I will submit them to you and ask that
you respond back in writing for the record.

Again, thank you.
Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KinorraLY [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I see by the panel setup that we will begin with Ruth Flower,

member, Domestic Human Needs Work Group, Interfaith Action
for Economic Justice.

STATEMENT OF RUTH FLOWER, MEMBER, DOMESTIC HUMAN
NEEDS POLICY WORK GROUP, INTERFAITH ACTION FOR ECO-
NOMIC JUSTICE, AND LEGISLATIVE SECRETARY, FRIENDS
CGMMITTEE ON NATIONAL LEGISLATION

Ms. Frowza. Thank you, Mrs. Kennelly.
I am Ruth Flower. I am a legislative secretary with the Friends

Committee on National Legislation, which is a Quaker organiza-
tion. Our organization works with 28 other national religious
bodiesProtestants, Catholics, Jewish and ecumenical agencies
and faith groupsin a group called Interfaith Action for Economic
Justice.

We have been working together for about 13 years on a variety
of policies that affect low-income Americans and low-income people
around the world. I work with the Domestic Human Needs Policy
Work Group, which focuses on one priority, poverty in America.
We maintain that we can find an end to poverty in this country.
We believe that this country has the resources and the know-how,
and we have been trying to encourage steps toward that.

We very much have appreciated the work of this committee in
that regard. The hearings that you have held and the work of the
staff have moved us further along toward some realistic solutions
to the problems of poverty.

We approach the discussions about welfare reform from this per-
spective, then: How can welfare programs be improved so that they
will contribute more efficiently and more effectively to the goal of
bringing people out of poverty'?

We look at the welfare system as a part of the overall U.S. econo-
my to see how it fits in. We see that the welfare system ought to
have three purposes.

First, we think it should be designed, and is designed, to support
those who are otherwise outside of the economic system, those who
are permanently or temporarily unable to work, and those who
own little or no capital. This would mean cash and in-kind support
for elderly and disabled, for care-givers of small children and
others in need of full-time care, and for unemployed workers.

The welfare system should also assist those that are entering or
reentering the economic marketplace.

Last, we think that the welfare system can and should provide
an income supplement to mitigate the actual fact that our labor
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system cannot offer an adequate income to all Americans who are
working to support the basic needs of their families.

We look to see to what extent our major welfare program, AFDC,
is fulfilling these purposes. Who is participating in the program,
for example? Since 1972, the number of people participating in the
AFDC program has held steady at between 10 and 11 million, in
spite of the fact that, during that period, poverty has risen quite
dramatically.

In 1973, about 84 percent of all poor children were in families
that received some benefit from the AFDC program. By 1985,
though, that number had dropped to about 57 percent.

We have been looking for reasons for the divergence between
these two figures. Then are some reasonable assumptions. One is
that the remaining poor families are headed by someone who is
getting a source of income from somewhere else, presumably work,
so that almost half of the families that are in poverty are getti
their income from some kind of employment. That seems to
to a strong motivation to work, even in low-wage jobs, even when
that effort is not going to result in bringing your family out of pov-
erty.

This divergence may also point to the effect of some of the recent
changes in the welfare program, one being that the earned income
disregardthe ability to not count some of the income that a
family brings in from wageswas changed a few years back so that
it ends 4 months after em 1 nt begins.

That was a fundamental co a nge in the AFDC program. It means
that it no longer serves as a supplement to low-wage jobs. There is

and which you are on your own, regardless of howan end point
low of your wages may be.

This divergence may also be explained by the very low standards
of need in some of the States. You may well know that the stand-
ards of need defined by the various States vary widely. Some of
them are as low as $345, which is the standard of need for a family
of three in Tennessee. Out of that, only $155 a month is the benefit
that is actually paid. The way the formulas work out, if you actual-
ly earn more than $155 a month on some kind of part-time job or
ftom babysitting or whatever, you are off the program; you are off
of Medicaid, and you do not get any assistance at all. So this very
low threshold may be one of the reasons that many poor families
are in fact off of the AFDC program.

Interfaith Action strongly recommends that there be a continu-
al. le of a supplemental benefit for the working poor, that it not
end at any time schedule but rather relate to the income of the
family.

We also strongly recommend that the benefit levels be somewhat
higher, and I want to get back to that in a minute.

One of the other reasons that these many poor families may not
be on the AFDC pr has to do with the fact that many States
do not have the unemployed parent program. If there are
two parents in the home, for most of the States, that means you do
not qualify for the AFDC program regardless of income.

Interfaith Action would strongly recommend that this be man-
dated for all States. We believe that AFDC is trying to address the
income needs of families and not particularly trying to focus on
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single-parent or two-parent families. We are one of very few indus-
trialized nations that do not offer any support for unemployed
people after a certain short period of timeif you do happen to
qualify for unemployment insurance during that period of time.

In that regard, we also encourage the abandonment of the 100-
hour rule or any other formulas that are used to define unemploy-
ment within that AFDC-UP program. We think that the benefits
again should be available according to need rather than according
to the employment situation of the parents.

Back to the benefit levels for just a moment, if I may. The na-
tional average level cf actual support in the AFDC program was
only about $348 per month as of June 1986. It is only about 45 per-
cent of the poverty level, and that is for a family with no other
income.

Now, prices vary across the Nation, especially in some rural
areas. It might be possible to live on $348 a month in some places.
But we know that in most imaginable circumstances, the basic ne-
cessities of life cannot be purchased for that. Housing alone, when
it is available, costs more than that in most pit ;es, and then you
have food, heat, clothing, and medicines, and all of these are out of
the picture entirely.

In one State at least, an old law has been unearthed that names
the "ability to maintain one's family in one's own home" as a
standard that has to be met by State assistance. That standard
makes imminent sense. The committee, I thick, has been entertain-
ing the idea that perhaps that would be a standard for the AFDC

rEaWlould hope that the Federal Government would create a na-
tional minimum benefit that would be at least adequate to prevent
homelessness. That benefit level should relate to the cost of pur-
chasing the basic necessities of life and should be indexed to keep
up with inflation.

Finally, I want to address what the relationship is between wel-
fare programs and work and what we think that relationship
should be. I would want to say at the outset that Interfaith Action
and all of our denominations honor work as a way of participating
in society. We recognize a number of d'tferent things as work, in-
cluding some thine that are not recognized by the labor market.

We do also specifically value participation in the labor market.
We think that people have a responsibility to support their families
where they can, and that those who do receive some compensation
for their contributions to society have a responsibility to share that
with those who do not receive income for their contributions.

We think that the Federal Government has a definite role in
trying to assure full employment and that the Federal Government
has a variety of tools that it can use to bring that about. But we do
not think that that responsibility is within the purview of welfare
reform. We do not think that welfare should serve as a job provider
in an economy that actually has no real jobs to offer. So there
needs to be a partnership here between the welfare p and
the economy itself. We look to economic growth as one o the major
helps to end poverty.

Welfare can and should serve as a bridge from welfare to em-
ployment. There are several planks to this bridge that I would like
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to mention just briefly. First, I would like to say, though, that some
of the things I would mention as work enablers or planks in a
bridge or whatever have been described by others as work incen-
tives. I think we strongly differ with that characterization.

Among the majority of welfare recipients, we believe that there
is no lack of motivation to work. There is no need for special incen-
tives. Personal pride in most cases supplies that incentive. For ex-
ample, the earned income disregard should not be thought of as a
bonus to get someone to work but should be thought of as an at-
tempt to reflect the real income that a worker brings home.

A worker's gross income is counted when deciding what the eligi-
bility and benefits level should be. The earned income disregard
balances out that fact somewhat by taking into account something
close to the payroll deductions that come out of there, and it is sup-
posed to offer some balance for the work expenses such as trans-
portation and uniforms. In some cases, it does not quite meet that..
So in fact it is only an attempt to reflect reality.

Subsidized child care would be another very important plank in
a bridge to employment. Child car is a major expense. It is up
there with housing for families that are trying to su ..rt a family
with one parent and even in two-parent families. '

.
en you are

talking about low-wage jobs, you need two parents to support a
family above the poverty line. Without subsidy, the expense of
child care can essentially wipe out the net gain of the second work-
ing parent.

A third plank would be a little flexibility in the regulations. The
previous speaker, Governor Thornburgh, raised that point in one
way. We would mention, for example, that some flexibility in
AFDC regulations might allow for people to begin their own busi-
nesses. 'rhere have been some projects of this nature tried in a
couple of parts of the country. It requires AFDC programs to bend
a little bit to allow this to happen before real income can start
coming in from the business.

Overall, we would hope that benefits could continue while a re-
cipient pursues training and education opportunities. The allowed
opportunities, we think, should include basic as well as intermedi-
ate and advanced education.

For many of the people who are on welfare, especially perhaps
the young parents, time out for basic skills is essential. It requires
more of an investment, but without that investment, those young
parents will go nowhere.

On the other hand, there are some who need time out to com-
plete or continue their higher education to move on to something
that is going to keep their family not only off of welfare but com-
pletely out of poverty. We think this is a good investment, too, be-
cause some of the studies have shown that people move off the wel-
fare rolls and into a low-wage job, and then one tragedy, one prob-
lem, can sink them back into poverty, back onto the welfare rolls.

To the extent that we have a chance to put a small investment
in someone that can pick their family way up above the poverty
line and not be in danger of dropping into poverty again, we think
that is a good investment. It is liable to be a smaller investment
than in some of the other cases, but definitely a good one.
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The group that is most often considered in discussions of employ-
ment and training are those who just need retraining or a new
skill or something of that nature. Certainly we support that kind of
training. We do caution, however, against training that would not
lead to a job or that would lead to a field that is essentially closed
or does not keep up with the industrial changes that are happening
in the country.

We do agree with Governor Thornburgh that there are certain
benefits that come from the training experience itself, but I wonder
if those are not almost balanced out by the failure that is experi-
enced at the end of the training when there are no jobs that can
use that training.

We have asked ourselves, also, who should be included in the
welfare-to-work programs. The committee has been interested in
that, also. We recognize that there are large numbers of people on
the welfare programs that would make the move off welfare on
their own. For those that are already skilled enough to enter the
job market, we think they should be included in the programs of
welfare-to-work for the reasons I have already stated, that they can
to moved significantly above the poverty line.

But the program should not be designed only to serve those.
There need to be some special considerations to make sure that
those with the longer term needs are not pushed to the back of the
line.

We think that one way to do this is through performance stand-
ards and evaluations built into the program, spelled out in the leg-
islation. If you have a performance standard that simply counts
how many placements you have at the end of the line, you may
end up with two problems. One is that those placements will tend
to focus on the easiest-to-place group. The other is that those place
meats may be in jobs that are not really substantial enough to sup
port a family. So we would encourage that there be a bit more corn
plea standard than that.

One possibility would be a performance standard that gives rec
ognition to the degree of improvement in a recipient's situation
Moving somebody into a real job that is going to be permanent
would definitely be a great improvement, but also investing in e
teenage mother's long-term education and getting her onto that
first job would also be a great improvement and would receive
points under this possibility.

We have, in general, welcomed the focus of the current debate on
the kind and quality of programs needed to create actual opportu-
nities to attain self-sufficiency through employment. We think,
given the experiences of some of the States that have tried some of
these very substantial programs, that they have found that they
cannot serve everybody who wants to participate in the programs,
and they have long waiting lists.

Under these circumstances, we think it is a bit premature to con-
sider whether these programs need to be mandated for absolutely
everybody. We would prefer that the concentration be put on the
development of quality programs. If it turns out that there is a re-
sidual group that is simply not participating, then we might want
to ask that question. Our bottom line is that participation should
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be voluntary because too many things can go wrong when one pro-
gram is designed with the expectation that it will serve everybody.

I would wonder, among the 3 percent who did not participate in
the program in Pennsylvaniamentioned by Governor Thorn-
burghI would expect a very low percentage like thatand I
wonder whether 1 ur 2 percent might have been people who had
some technical problems with the way their particular situations
worked out: a child-care situation could not work; they could not
get to the job. We have heard feedback like this, and we would be
concerned about that in an overall mandatory program.

Finally, I would just want to raise the points about the dignity of
the client and the case worker and this whole system. We really
welcome the efforts to make the welfare system make a little more
sense to everybody. When you are working with a program that
makes some sense, everyone's dignity is increased.

We support the proposals taken by several of the groups toward
integrating all of the assistance available to recipients into a well-
planned package. That makes a lot of sense. We would hope that
any of these such arrangements would be a two-way commitment
so that the case worker and the recipient can sit down across a
table, come up with some agreements, and both of them go away
with reciprocal responsibilities.

We think that coordinating the eligibility standards and even the
forms between the AFDC and the food stamp program likewise
makes imminent sense. It would also help to have better resources
and supports for case workers and lower caseloads for the case
workers.

Client-worker advisory panels have also been suggested as some-
thing to help work the kinks out of the local system.

I am sure you have heard from a number of sources, and may
hear more, about the sense of the assault on the personal dignity of
a person who comes in seeking welfare assistance. There is no
single change that is going to improve this, but a combination of a
number of changes may address it.

We just hope that, as the committee works on this problem, it
will keep in mind two people operating in good faith with good mo-
tivation, the case worker and the recipient, who are going to try to
put these reforms into actual practice in a very particular life situ-
ation back in the towns. With those reasonable and well-motivated
people in mind, we do believe that this Congress can design a wel-
fare system that is going to provide an adequate level of support
for those outside the labor market, that will allow and support a
bridge to employment, and will allow a small but necessary supple-
mental level of services and assistance to workers whose wages are
too low.

We thank you very much for your efforts toward that goal.
[Statement of Ms. Flower follows:]
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Statement of Interfaith Action for Economic Justice
on Welfare Reform

submitted to the Subcommittee on
Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation

Wmys and MMens Committee
1:484 House of Representatives

March 11. 1987

I am Ruth Flower. Legislative Secretary with the Friends
Committee on National Legislation. My organization works
with g8 other national Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish,
and ecumenical agencies and faith group in coalition
celled Imestrfaith Action for Seem:ads Justices The members
of this coalition have come together over the past 13 year
to seek just federal policies and programs for poor people in
this country and around the world. This testimony is
submitted today on behalf of the coalition:

The concerns of the members of Interfaith Action for the poor
in this country have come to focus on one priority: we seek
an and to poverty in the United States. We know that this
country has the economic potential, the expertise and the
experience to accomplish this goal. We have appreciated
greatly the attention that this subcommittee and handful of
other committees in Congress have given to the problem of
poverty, The hearings you have held, along with the research
undertaken end published by your staff, have helped to
advance end update our collective knowledge of the problems
of poverty in the wig, and have moved us further toward some
realistic solution
.interfaith Action approaches the revitalized dicusion
about welfare reform from this perspective: how man welfare
progress be improved so that they contribute sore efficiently
and effectively to the goal of bringing people out of poverty?

PORPOSIS OF MUMS WHAT ARS WI 1711IIIG TO ACCOMPLISH?

In its short history, the UsSv economy overall h
flourished. Based on values of individualism and indepen-
dence, the economy has incorporated measure of flexibility
and adaptability that has allowed growth end recovery despite
a variety of challenge* However, that same spontaneity also
brings a certain level of chaos to the system. Some ventures
go awry; some people are left out or dropped out of the
work-and-trade network that melee up our economy. This
nation has created end institutionalized welfare 8711f
because of our general awareness that no economic system
especially not one as dynamic and unrestrained as ours can
be perfect-. There is general concern that, .n some way, our
economic system should serve all American For those who
are not otherwise part of the labor and capital system, the
society experts to provide a decent living.
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The welfare system we have devised. then. serves three specific purpose's
It is designed to support those who are otherwise outside the economic
system those who are permanently or temporarily unable to work, and who
own little or no capital: This means cash and in-kind support for the
elderly and disabled, for caregivers of small children and others in need
of full-time care, and for unemployed workers. The welfare system should
also ameba thane who pze entering or re-entering the economic marketplace,
by offering cash sur?ort and services during transition periods. Finally,
the welfare system can offer an income supplosatit to mitigate the inability
of the labor market to furnish an adequate income for all workers to
support the basic needs of their families.

ILIIIIIITS Off WELFARE UMW PROPOSALS

Members of Interfaith Action have watched closely the various welfare
reform proposal that have emerged in recent month". Many of then share

1 element in commons some raise unique ideas or suggest fresh
approaches. Most of the issue relate to Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC). We would like to comment on several of those elements
here.

Nstiosside standard linasiitT
Recent fluctuations in the O.S. economy have brought to light a sometime"
forgotten facts unesploysent and poverty are problems with national
origins. Oklahoma, Louisiana and Tessa had little or no control over the
drop in oil prices which caused such severe problems in that region.
Michigan, Ohio, and tates of the Northeast did not set or control the
trade and tax policies that have had such huge effect on their major
industries. The faros states did not shape the federal policies which
encouraged massive expansion of farm output in the early seventies, and
which now leave navy farmers faltering under heavy burdens of debt. Tat in
each of these clues. the states are expected to conpenSet for these
economic downturns by providing support for an increasing number of poorpeople in their region,. In addition, the tate are expected to handle
this responsibility with a diminished tax base. Closed or faltering
industries and unemployed and under-employed workers generate fewer
revenues, just when the people of the state or region are in dire need of
sore assistance. Poverty is motional problem. with national cameleer
The solutions -- led their coats should be bereft the national OCOMOUTV

sliiibilitTs

Tile number of people participating in the AFDC progress has stabilised
between 10 and 11 aillion since about 1972. in .pits of the fact that
the number of people in poverty has risen dranaticely since that time. In
1973, about 848 of ell poor children received some benefit Iron the AFDC
program. By 1985, that rate had dropped to about 578. See Table A. below.

page 2
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AFDC Recipient Children Per 10t.
Children in Poverty, 1972-1985

Member of Member of
chairmen dekko. Sue per MO

Year AFDC' sommemm poet children,

1972 7.905,000 10.012,000 78 4
1973 7,902.000 9,453.000 83 6
1974 7.822,000 9,967,000 78 5
1975 8.095,000 10,1182,000 711
1976 1.001,000 10.081.000 79 4
1977 7,773,000 10,078,000 77 5
1978 7,402,000 9.722,000 76I
1979 7.179.000 9,993,000 718
1910 7 ,419,000 11.114.000 66 8
1911 7,327,000 12,061,000 62.4
1982 6,903,000 13,139,000 52.5
1983 7,098,000 13,449,000 52.8
1984 7.144,000 12929.000 55 3
1985 7.164,000 12,983.000 57 4

1 The swam d *Fehr callow to sake peyseent tom en AFDC
mope ewer the 12 rats to the Minim yeer

2 The ember etedeted depooket choldeee Ivies to (webs woltweettos
below the penury lewd for the cektehe pm Mild

Teller wolo41111 *the mewl Meow ettenetwilto100 lelee
moo to empty thet um **dilate to room Ind 4a nwreopleM
foe AFDC bees*, Nemo is paw, bed bred at the G.*
o nmpatals debates Is Moth etitemr the, dr we for etch ix*

oleeltee owe, &Wine mow Now NM below penny.
whew O u eat fro ass for the DMus wilt Hoch the child hod el
De mom. sahebs yen Many dins less r fewdets below/ poem
w e ow ebe* Dr AFDC beam d mew boor wee at ewe. end
mass.

Several reasons have been advanced for the divergence of these figures.
Most of the remaining poor children those who are not served by the AFDC
program are presumably in families whose ain source of income is
employment. If that assumption i valid, than the fidures do sees to
Illustrate a strong otivatmce to work, even when ones wmgee do not reach
the poverty line. They also r.int to the effects of recent changes in the
AFDC program that essentially cut the working poor adrift, without even
minimal support: When tie rneel income disregard was modified so that it
would trsinat after after tour months of employment, the character of the
AFDC program was fundasntally changed. Under current law. AFDC benefit
no longer serves as a stpplement to the wag of the low-income worker.
Interfaith Attires antes continuation of ansellsental benefits and
2.-IToriroWis rioz-fall=--t ose riteoVCanTrimsdequat to west
themr faarres. basic needs. The lack of participation of needy families
in the AFDC program ay also be explained by them unfairly low "stat
standards of need" (which restrict eligibility a, well as benefits), or by
the lack of an AFDC - Unemployed Parent proem in half of the states.

Istrfaith Action stromalY recommends that the .ams Unemployed
'referent be mandated for all states.. At present, the United States is one
of a very few industrialized countries that offer no income support proems
for families of long -term unemployed workers. When unemployment insurance
bndita run out after maxim= of 26 weeks, or immediately upon loss
of esployent for those not covered by unemployment insurance -- other
options for family support run out to Because of the peculiar history of
our progress, only single- parent faaili receive government support. Tat
poverty studies have shown that two-parent families have such better
chance of moving out of poverty and remaining independent of government
assistance. Investmnt in relatively shore -term assistance that can help
whole families stay together sake good economic eee as well as good
social policy.

1.11 would also amours the ahead eeeeee of the non hoar val., or imaotherriiirralli at ou taient lit the AIDC-UP proarastr-If a
arraryriricomele=eo=w that it qualifies for AFDC assistance, it should

receive that assistance. Wbthr the wage eeeee managed to earn that
meager intone by working 80 hours or 120 boor is irrelevant; the faaily's
need for assistance should be the sole criterion, as in the basic AFDCprogram.
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Smelt it Levels:
The amount of wistene that families receive through AFDC varies widely
from state to stater Each state sets its own "standard of need" as basis
for its benefit paymnt: the standard is supposed to reflect local
economic condition& In 1987, the standards of need for family of three
vary f roe $345 per month in Tennessee and $368 in N ppi to $617 in
California and $740 in Alaska: Few tte actually t their own
.tanderd of need when setting benefit levels wen for a family with no
other resources (Si. Table 8 Dolma)

TABLE I: AFDC STATE STANDARDS OF NEED AND BENEFIT LEVELS
for one adult and two children, as of January 1, 1987

State Standard of Need Benefit Level Percent

Tennessee $345 $155 452
Mississippi $368 $214 58E
Alabama $384 $118 312
Texas $574 $184 322
Calif ornia $617 $617 100E
Alaska $740 $740 100E

Benefit level for family with no other income or reotaces
Source: Department of Health and Human Services

The national average level of AFDC support for family of three was $348
per month in June. 1986, which is only about 453 of the poverty level. If
the family has any other income. the b-nefit levels go down from there.- In
order to qualify for benafitweerned incommust be below the state benefit
level, In Tenn asses, for exple. if other of two call childrrn does
sone babysitting or menages to take on enough part that work to ,.arn $155
per month. she end her children would be ineligible for any aid, including
health care.

Prices vary; it say be possible in some part of the country. under some
circumstances, for a family of three to survive on $348 per month. But we
know that in most imaginable circumstances, the basic necessities of life
cannot be purchased for that amount. Housinz alone, when it is availableat all, costs ore than that in ost place*. Food. heat, clothing.
medicines all these are left out of the picture entirely.

In at least one stem, an old law has been unearthed that names "the
ability to intain one's family in one's own home" the standard that
should be wet by tat ase.stanee progress. The standard ake iinert
sense. But in reality. the contrast between the flexibility of emergency
responses to homelessness and the rigidity of long -tare reeponse to
poverty re creating some painful ironies for litany poor families. The
confluence of inadequately funded welfare progress with the temporaryavailability of funds for emergency shelter has created an administrative
nightmare. Funds are avilePle -- to few, and for very limited periodof time to. hotel room as emergency ehaltre, when other types ofemergency shelters are full or unavailable. But non-emergency eeeee tante

AFDC-- is so inadequate (end the housing supply is so limited), thatthe family in expensive emergency housing cannot be placid in decentapartment at sore modest price. Sometimes the choice allowed to localwelfare adeinist-wors is between lotele and streets.
Clearly. AFDC benefit levels for most states are inadequate. Ile believethat the federal 'goverment should e eeeee national minimum benefit at!Mt adequate top hoe7r The benefit level should relate toTEriost of purchasing the basic necessities of :He, and should he indexedto keep pace with inflation.

page 4
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WILIAM AID NMI

Delos of lanleysentt
Interiarn 'iction honors nark as way of participating in society. In our
ACUSIIi011 aeons the different religious denominations' and faith groups
that make up our enberhip, we find strong agreement that individuals of
all ages have a responsibility and should have opportunities to make
positive contribution, to society. These contributions take many forms.

We place very high value. for example. on the .elicate and imporrant work
done by parsons raising their children. We value the contributions of
wisdom, vision. and history offered by our radars. and the quetion and
fresh insight of our children. These a ntributions, however. do not
nec aaaaa ily bring price in the lab nrket -- they do not always a
translate into paid work.

We also value participation in the labor arks. Our economy run (in
part) on the concept of trading oriel' and tuna for wages. and
trading wage for goods and services Ws believ that we have a
responsibility to engp with one another. and to translate that enpgenent
into lif support for all of society. This aeons that those who ran
participate in the labor market should do so. and that those who receive
income in trade for their contributions should share these societal
benefits with those whose contributions do not senerat income.

Covermmemes Bole in Assuring tell insdevneatz
In order for this economy to function efficiently. wag -earning
opportunities must be available to all potential worker*, Because so many
national and intrntional economic. fiscal. and commercial trends affect
or create unemployeent in different parts of the country, it is entirely
approprist for the federal government to take an active role in assuring
toll anP10 limner Many economists epee that by coordinating the actions of
the federal reserve Wird with the economic and spending policies set by
Congress. the federal golrnment is fully capable of assuring full
employment through the ebb rod flow of most economic tides.

Moreover, with a careful eye to industrial planning. the federal government
can halp to insure that the skills of the American labor force keep up with
the changing nd of American industries, Responsible monitoring of
worldwide industrial development would permit adequate planning to avoid
significant job loss tc. competitor nations.

The federal gorarnment can halp to control unemployment significantly by
f sing the kinds of skills that will be needed as our industrial base
evolves, and by offering and supporting training in these skill", Where
our workforce lacks some of the basic language, technical. end mathematic
skills to keep up with the demands of the labor aarkt, the federal
government can strengthen the ability of all education oysters to of fer
this training.

While ths important priorities re appropriately within the
responsibilities of the federal gove-ssest, the are not within the purview
of welfare reform. Welfare should serve 23112! .brides to 22212imLet
sot as le rovideirrra woman -CMbas to reel obe to 211.

Vellums Cam *mild Drift's to loolowoost
VITTnieriare programs are not an appropriate source of employment
opportunity. they can create brldg.4 to employment in several ways:

Zeroed I e Disregards should be designed to reflect the cost, of
taploymentr At present. since a worker's Eon intone is considered en
eligibility and benefit leval are determined. the earned income disregard
should at least equal the payroll taxes taken out of the worker's paycheck.
In eddirron. work expenses such as uniforms or other work-ralated clothing
and transportation should be subtracted before the worker' net pay i
calculated; Tar from being 'tork incentive. small bonus to
"motivate." parson on welfare to take job the earned income disregard
i an attempt to reflect the real incase worker brings home. Tb! warned
Iacono disregard should mg terminate as rim schedule *benefits should
be available, to larvincose workers is the
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2. Subsidized Child Care should be mode vsilable while the recipient
pursues a course of education and training. end after beginning employment.
If child care subsidies are aids sveilable on sliding fee basi

ding to i ),, they can support low-i workers. even attar
leaving welfare. enabling them to continue in productive 'employment Child
car is major expense to single parent bousebolds and to households with
both psrnt working. Since a single. low-wag job is insufficient to
support a family even at the poverty line. maw, familias find it nee...eery
to here two parents employed. Without subsidy. the expense of child care
can almost wipe out the net gain of the second 'employed parent. making it
nearly impossible for the family to move out of poverty through ...piquant.

Ir A little flexibility in the regulation. :agendas the AFDC program, to
allow for innovative approaches to employment. eight enable some families
to become economically self-sufficient. La exempla. there are a number of
programs op d by foundatio to and banks that hav enabled w rn
welfare to begin their own home busi They receive training and
coaching I rom people ernerie01 in small businesses and banking: upon
preparation of en acceptable bosoms, plan. they are offrd loan by
participating Jan.. The local welfare program have agreed to continue
support for throe won. daring the first soothe of their effort, until
their businesses begin to provide an /Retool income.

it. To build useful bridges to employment. the AFDC program must allow
benefits t centimes mobile a rscipiet pursues crafting and edecatioe
opportenitier The "allowed° opportunities should include baic..a wall as
intermediate and higher education. Som welfor recipients. especially
many of those who b parents at a very young age. need to complete
their basic education before pursuing any job opportunities If theme
parents Sr. ever to be obit to support their children through employment.
"tine -out for basic skill. is ial. The welfare systm can and
should provide this ties out by investing in income supports and child cars
for ties family.

Other recipients might be able to utilise a period of "tine out for higher
e ducation. Theft recipint are ale. good investment for the welfare
gates. Their needs eight be somewhat minimized by the resource. available
to them through the education system, and they may be able to provide
partial support for their families through part ties employment. Jut the
important supports of child cars, medical assistance and even small cash
g rants can make a major difference in lifetime. Instead of staying in a
low paid job, recipient should be allowed the opportunity to pursue
career that requires higher education. This person returns more revenues to
all level of government in later years. and make other intangible
contributions to society as well.

The group most often considered in discussions of employment and training
are those who need only short course in a technology or skill to allow
them to make reasonabl living for their families. Career in computer,
e lectronics. and health care most often cone to mind for this group The
return on investment of ftvernment dollars is easiest to see in this type
of program. Jut the federal government should be cautious about pushing
people into field where than are no Jobe, or into skills that are
outdated by the time the training ender Investments in 22ca training
represent wasted time and wasted dollars. The UDC proems.. homld remit
me rt imcludina health sus as 511M cares daring ITeliine2 2_
tam ear

Who amid De Included is Wellare-ti-ilerh Projorftel
vs; averagrieMr2 stay on welfor i less than two year.. With or
without a program specifically designed to help people soft off of welfare
into employment, a large number of recipient will make that move on theirown. Is it valuable for goverment to invest in creating opportunities forthese people? Yes. For those who r already skilled enough to corer thejob market. relatively seal] 4r.-..tont can carry big Thobjective should be not just ',employment. employment that will supportfamily above the poverty line. Above certain tbreehhold, family's day-to-day si=v val buses the curecter of prcariousnemi then the family isfar less likely to return to welfare with the f one minortragedy, Investmnt even the highly skilled are worthwhile.
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However, unless specific guidelines and evaluation stndrda ere built in
to program. the highly- skilled (or "job ready") era likely to be the pea
placements Bede. Those with longer-mu weeds. such a remedial or basic
education. are pushed to the back of the line because greater efforts one
required to help theta change their employment prospects. AFDC supports
during training and beginning employment should also extend to those who
need remedial or basic education, as well as training.

Performance stsmdards and am evaluation process should be spelled out in
legislation attempting to create bridge from welfare to work. A simple
standard one that counts only time mealier@ of plemement bas twodonors: (1) Placements efforts will mend to focus on those eaaiast to
omploy, (2) The quality of time placements ere likely to be inadequate to
support family above the poverty level. In this era of scarce resources.
guideline that tempt specific groups (much as meonp parents) could
encourage efforts for some of thou* who era harder to place. but theme
efforts may in practice exclude °thane who do not fit the chosen profile..
A performance standard that given recognition to time dares of improvement
made in specific recipient's situation would accommodate individuals in
any group. /ntonsime, long-tar efforts on bobs lf of a tunas* notbor
would meat the standtird, as would efforts to train a "job ready* person fora "real" job that would support family in Mulch and dignity.

amid welfare progress require that say particular groups of recipients
get an the bridge' free welfare to work? Interfaith Action welcomes the
focus of the currant debate on the kind and quality of programa needed to
crew', actual opportunities to attain elf-aufficioncy through employment.
Those states that hove undertkmn realistic programs, with goal of
helping people to cove theamelvea into productive employment. have found
that they've been unable to serve all those who want to participate in the
programs. On dor the circumstances. it sass somewhat premature to ask
whatber pr with long waiting lists should be mandated f or all.
Interfaith Action strongly urges that any welfare - to-work program im
approached with meal purpose in mind the placement of peoplo in roil.
life- sustaining jobs. Interfaith Action favors welfare-to-work programs
which emphasis* high quality support eystems, and which *nab', p_rticipanta
to purism useful training and employment opportunities.

But participation should be voluntary. Too many things can go wrong when
one program is Mistimed with the exportation that it will apply to all
individual circumstance's Umber no circumstances should any parent ha
punished for non-cooperation when an adequate support system is not
aveilblor For etxsaplo. if good quality child car* cannot be provided on
practical basis for a given family. participation in a work or training
pr OO bould not Me requineds If tb available work or training
opportunities will not i row* the rocipient' economic circumstances.
there should he no mnet on or non-participation. Adequate notice. fair
hearings, and other appropriate elements of due process must be assured to
protect 'pima the bunemucrtic night ***** that almost inevitably polar*
both clients and edministrators, even when both are meting in good faith.

mins OF Till CLEW. ale TIM SYSTEM

Interfaith Action supports the direction take by mayoral of time welter*
rotors proposals toward integrating the samistence available to a rocipiontfamily Into well-planned package. Arrangement and agrooment betweenthe recipient and the social apncy should be two-vsy commitments: Boththe recipient and time c sssss rimer should ha able to bring ideas andpropoels to tbs meble, and both should colas away with comaitnents andreciprocal responsibilities. consequonces of non-performence by either thecounty or the recipient should ba ngotiated on individual basis.
Coordinating eligibility tndard hotelmen AFDC and Food Stamps isensible idea that would reduce considerable 'mount of redundantpaperwork and time. Batter supports and rpourmes, snd tore reamonablmelodist' for caseworkers would increase the opportunities for realisticplanning with clients. Client - worker advisory panels could work outmutually sgreiablo solutions to the knotty problems that always arise incomplex efforts such as these.
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In recent survey conducted by the Coalition on Susan Needs among poor
people. the problem most often mentioned about welfare was the assault on
personal dignity that people felt upon coming into contact with the system.
When clients toes to the welfare office in a desperate situation, their
personal dieuity is already seriously damaged. The private information
that they must reveal -- sometimes in very public and busy places --
further diminishes their stature. When clients are then expected to live
on a sue that cannot possibly support them and their childrer, they find
other ways to survivor The deceptions made necessary by survival Sr.
demeaning and destructive of positive relationships with caseworkers.
Abrupt and complicated changes in the programs crests confusion and
frustration for workers and clients oliker When caseworkers are given
inadequate resources, and are asked to accomplish poorlydefined and
sometimes impossible tasks, they Rey well find it difficult to respond to
the individual plans, questions, and needs of each clientr

No single change will improve basic problem with the welfare system:
but every change that is mad .an be viewed from the perspective of the
client and the worker who oust sit across the tsble from one another,
putting these reforms into operstiom Most of the people seeking welfare
assistance, end most of the workers trying to make that assistance
available, are acting in good faith, trying their best to apply huge
federal progress to very particular life situatiouse With those reasonable
and wellmotivated people in mind. this Congress can design a welfare
system that will provide an adoeumte level of support for those who are
outside the labor market, allow and support a brides to eaolovment for
those trying to get back to work, and offer smell but necessary level of
ARUWIleentel assistance for workers !hose eases are too low to ellow their
fimilirriiiiheelth end decency.

Pate
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Mrs. KINNILLY. Thank you, Ms. Flower.
I would like to remind the panelists that we welcome their entire

testimony, and their entire testimony will go on the record, but if
anybody wants to sum up their testimony, that is perfectly accepta-
ble as well.

That was excellent testimony. Thank you very much.
The next witness will be Mr. Conover.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK W. GRACE CONOVER, PHD., POLICY AD-
VOCATE, OFFICE FOR CHURCH IN SOCIETY, UNITED CHURCH
OF CHRIST
Mr. Corms& My name is Patrick Conover, policy advocate for

the Office for Church in Society, United Church of Christ. Our gen-
eral synod, which is our most comprehensive national body, has
spoken on the issue of welfare reform many times, and I am speak-
ing out of the context of this policy. I am not attempting to speak
for all 1.6 million members of our congregations.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before this com-
mittee on the question of whether welfare recipients should be
forced to participate in education, training, or employment-related
programs as a condition to receiving benefits. Some are saying pub-
licly that a consensus of liberals and conservatives is forming in
favor of mandating participation in such programs.

Some academics and some political leaders may support manda-
tory requirements, but the churches are not taking this position,
and neither are organizations in which the poor are constituents. I
would also point out that there is opposition from some business
and labor groups on this point.

The movement to coerce welfare recipients to participate in edu-
cation, training, or employment - related programs, represented by
such spokesmen as Charles Murray and Lawrence Mead, is value
driven. Thus, the fact that the churches do not favor mandatory
participation should be given strong consideration, since it was the
values of the church which helped to create the welfare system in
the first place.

I will summarize 10 reasons to oppose mandatory par-
ticipation. They challenge the values, theory, nce, and practi-
calities upon which the proposal to mandate participation is based.
To appreoiate these arguments, however, requires a proper perspec-
tive. The basic problem is poverty, not welfare.

To focus on false myths about the motivational patterns of wel-
fare recipients is, in the worst case, to blame the victims for their
circumstances and, at best, to misunderstand the role of welfare
and welfare reform in ouneliending the problem of poverty. Our
contemporary situation may beam wonderful to those who love a
cheap labor market with high competition for available jobs, but it
is a prescription of agony and despair for millions.

The President and his supporters have provided eloquent rheto-
ric in favor of the generation of opportunity but have led the
charge to cut the funding in Congress for programs which provide
opportunity. In fact, the biggest single focus of his budget cuts has
been at this very point.

74-993 0 - 87 - 17 512
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With so many doors slammed shut, it is not surprising that so
many are out in the cold. Now these same leaders are trying to dis-
tract attention from their bludgeoning of the opportunity structure
by pointing to unproven motivational problems of a small propor-
tion of those receiving welfare benefits.

The first priority in fighting poverty is to open the door to oppor-
tunities spin with more adequate funding for the kinds of pro-
grams which have helped, such as WIC, Head Start, compensatory
education, child care, Job Corps, Medicaid, JTPA, and others. The
most basic AFDA reform needed is funding of a decent minimum
national benefit.

The most basic myth to overcome is that of the underclass. There
are some individuals who fit the crudest stereotypes, and most of
them are not receiving welfare benefits. The great majority of
those in poverty, and of those receiving welfare benefits, do not fit
the underclass . Even for those who do fit the stereo-
typeand I have lived among and worked with such peoplethe
provision of real opportunity can work wonders.

When our economy again generates a strong upward magnet for
those who are poor, then many of the problems of despair will dis-
appear. That is basic U.S. history, back to the economic develop-
ment program of 40 acres and a mule.

Some are willing to trade off mandatory requirements for in-
creases in resources. The burdens on the poor of such a tradeoff
practically, psychologically, and sociallyare far higher than
might first be perceived, and no one is talking seriously about a
magnitude of increase in benefits which would justify trading any-
thing off.

Those who are so willing to trade off the rights and the needs of
the poor also have forgotten that they are trading off the future of
millions of poor children who deserve a decent life as children.
Children also deserve an equal opportunity to participate fully in
our society, even if the false stereotypes about their parents are be-
lieved.

Acting out of a frustration to "do something" about welfare is a
prescription for mischief in an atmosphere where false stereotypes
of the poor predominate and in a climate where some are more in-
terested in getting people off the welfare rolls rather than in help-
ing those in need.

This committee has produced remarkably good research material
and has held thought-provoking hearings. We are counting on you,
because you are well informed, to resist the urge to "do something"
and t I persevere in your efforts in trying to do the right thing.

I w.11 now suggest 10 reasons for opposing mandatory require-
ments.

One, work as a means to meeting the financial needs of persons
and families; work as a means of self-realization and of expressing
one's gifts and callings; work as a means of contributing to society;
and work as a means of expressing spiritual caring for the created
world is a very high value. But work is not the same as employ-
ment. Mandatory requirements fail to value the work of caring for
children and other dependents and restricts the choices of parents
to contribute to the society by work in the sociological, if not eco-
nomic, sense. It shows a sexist lack of appreciation for what has

P-13
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traditionally been derogated as women's work, but which many are
beginning to realize is a crucial investment in the future well-being
of us all.

The need for good parenting is all the more pressing when it is
remembered that many single parents are trying to raise children
under very difficult and threatening circumstances, with children
who are statistically more likely to have extra levels of health and
educational needs.

Many single parents, mostly women, are working now under
trying conditions for low pay, even when they have very young
children. The need is not so much to motivate workforce park pa-
tion as to protect the option for those for whom the good reasons
not to work are most pressing.

Two, mandatory requirements are intrinsically unfair to that
proporti m of the who receive welfare benefits. It is not the
poor who created unemployment and high underemployment.
They have not controlled the economic and political forces which
have caused the value of the minimum wage to fall, which have
exported jobs overseas, which have exploited the work of women
and minorities, and which have shut previously open doors to op-

ff ire listen to the cries of the poor, not just because of sympathy
or guilt, but because they are the ones carrying a very expensive
lesson about how our society is functioning, then we will direct at,
tention back toward investing in the human resources which have
made this country great.

Three, welfare does not cause dependency in any psychological or
cultural muse. The myth that welfare causes dependency flows
from the thinking of writers such as Lawrence Mead and Charles
Murray and is not based on scientific research. Their research at,
tacked the effectiveness of some antipoverty Then, as ex-
perts, they declared that welfare causes depen cy without offer-
ing any evidence for their assertion. I can go on about that

But, with no part of such a hypothesis the hypothesis
does not even deserve the status of "in = - ' or "likely" or
"suggestive," since the underlying theory upon w it is based
that is, cultural poverty theorywas quite well disproved in the
1970's, and since the evidence which does bear upon this question
is predominantly against the hypothesis.

Four, mandatory participation of welfare recipients in education,
training, and employment-related programs is the wrong answer to
the wrong problem. The problem, as 1 have said, is poverty. Educa-
tion, training, and employment-related programs are antipoverty
tools and deserve to be designed on their own intrinsic principles
and fit to local circumstances. They should be directed by leaders
and agencies with skills and orientation to fighting poverty and not
made into a derivat'em of agencies with a very different purpose.

Five, it is unfair to make programs mandatory when the re-
sources and opportunity are not available to meet the mandate.
The amounts of resources which would be available under the most
optimistic proposals currently afloat are minuscule compared to
the level of need. Consider that JTPA, the largest program in this
area, serves only 7 percent of those eligible and has been cut sheep-
ly in the 1980's. Consider that the average cost of child care is
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about $3,000 per year per child, and often for poor quality care. No
one has coated out what it would take to strengthen departments of
social services so that they could deliver quality case management,
one-stop sho ping, and comprehensive information and referral.
Who has addressed the cost of quality supervision to make public
service jobs worthwhile?

Six, given the low level of resources available for education,
training, and employment-related , it is even more impor-
tant that such resources be well. Evaluative research has
shown that the programs which have produced good results, such
as some Job Corps programs, have been the most com prehensive
and expensive programs. This argues for serving a smaller propor-
tion of those in need but doing the job well.

Mandatory requirements would be a strong force for providing
something light for everyone, and it is just such light programs
which have been shown to be a waste of government money. The
presum n that participation in programs should be made man-
datory . = use of pp ed low motivationthat is, lazinessis
not only scientific 'y unfounded, as shown above; it is an expres-
sion of the stigmatization of welfare recipients which is at once
unfair and a big social burden on those who take our help. To legi-
timatize such unfair stigmatization with the force of statute would
only make this problem worse.

Seven, to the extent that there are some individuals who are re-
ceiving welfare benefits, who suffer from low motivation, making
participation in programs mandatory is the worst way to overcome
any problems. Mandatory programs externalize expectations as one
more pressure to push against., while voluntary programs internal-
ize expectations and build a sense of individual responsibility. This
insight underlies both democracy and capitalism, two of the corner-
stones of our Nation. Why turn away from the strengths upon
which this Nation was built?

Eight, just as education, training, and employment related pro-
grams should be developed in terms of their own levels of need and
their intrinsic principles of effective delivery, so should services
such as health care, child and dependent care. For example, child
care programs should be developed to serve the needs of children
and the family needs of working parents, with priority given to the
children and families most in need.

Nine, there is in attention to the family dynamics of pov-
erty and welfare, parti and other contributions
from noncustodial parents. owortunities to noncustodial
parents who are supporting their cchildren, or willing to, is an in-
vestment in long-term child support, and probably, to an improve-
ment in family dynamics. Programs should also help sustain family
unity when both parents are unemployed by not forcing a divorce
so that suffering children can receive benefits.

Ten, focusing on that portion of those on welfare who could be
enabled or driven into employment distracts attention from the
most basic welfare problem which needs reform; that is, getting
adequate resources to those in greatest need. Mandating require-
ments does not change the crushing realities. What does change
this reality is a change in the mix of opportunity, benefits, and
services.
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No one should expect miracles under the current difficult situa-
tion we face. What the poor can fairly hope for is that available
resources will be used as fairly, effectively, and humanely as possi-
ble and that available political attention will be directed to making
things better as rapidly as possible.

Thank you.
[Statement of Mr. Conover follows:)
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STATEMENT OF PATRICK W. GRACE CONOVER, PH.D., POLICY ADVOCATE,
OFFICE FOR CHURCH IN SOCIETY, UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST

My name is Patrick W. Grace Conover, Policy Advocate for the Office

for Church In Society, United Church of Christ. The United Church of

Christ is a denomination with 1.6 million members and has a long history

of advocacy on behalf of the poor and oppressed. Our General Synod,

which is our most comp-ehensive national policy body, has spoken on the

issue of welfare reform many times, and I am speaking out of the context

of tois policy. I am not attempting to speak for all 1.6 million members.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before this

Committee on the Question of whether welfare recipients should be forced

to participate in education, training, or employment related programs as

condition to receiving benefits. Some are saying publicly that

consensus of liberal and conservatives is forming in favor of mandating

participation in such programs. Some academics and some political

leaders may support mandatory reQuirements, but the churches are not

taking this position and neither are organizations sith the poor ss

constituents.

The movement to coerce welfare recipients to participate in

education, training or employment related programs, represented by such

spokesmen as Charles Murray and Lawrence Mead, are value driven. Thus,

the fact that the churches do not favor mandatory participation should be

given strong consideration since it was the values of the churches which

helped to create the welfare system in the first place. This testimony

shall show that not only are their /Slues antithetical to the initial

purposes of welfare, but the underlying social theory they are working

from hat been generally disproved and the preponderance of evidence is

against the specific hypothesis that welfare causes dependency in a

psychological or cultural sense.

To mandate participation of all welfare recipients in education,

training, or employment related programs is grossly unfair if good

programs are not availatle. Funding for such programs has been sharply

cut tack in the last six years and evaluative research has shown that the

nost cost etiectiv, HVO, eesnsive ones. Just to build
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up the support structure for good programs, with effective case

management, information and referral, and ouality supervision, would cost

many billions of dollars. A better approach would be to use scarce

dollars for cuality programs based on their own intrinsic principles, and

fit to local circumstances, and then, perhaps, give priority of access to

those receiving welfare benefits or to those providing child support.

I will summarize ten reasons to oppose reouiring mandatory

participation in education, training, and Work related programs. They

challenge the values, theory, evidence, and practicalities upon which the

proposal to mandate participation is based. To appreciate these

arguments, however, reouires proper perspective. THE BASIC PROBLEM IS

POVPRTY NOT UELPARE. To focus on (false myths about) the motivational

patterns of welfare recipients is, in the worst case, to blame the

victims for their circumstances and, at best, to risurderstnd the role

of welfare anc welfare reform in ameliorating the problem of poverty.

While we have seen small increase in the average per capita

income over the last six years, that statistic masks the reality that the

lower forty percent of wage earners have suffered an average loss of

income. As Senator Moynihan has pointed out, 58 percent of net new jobs

pay less than $7,000 per year. Because of the decline of the value of

the minimum wage, ineouitiem in pay for women, and movement toward

service economy, the greatest proportion of the recent increase in

poverty has cone among those who are working, perticula y among the

statistically most favored sub- cohort of our population, two parent white

families with one or both parents working. Contemporary problems of

poverty simply cannot he reduced to motivational problems of a so-calico

underclass.

Our contemporary situation may seem wonderful to those who love a

coeap labor market with high competition for available jots, twt it is a

prescription of agony and despair for millions. The President, ane his

supporters, have provided eloquent rhetoric in favor of the generation of

opportunity but have led the r, rot bLn r-A,ao f... prserams which
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provide opportunity. In fact, the biggest single focus of hip budget

cuts has been at this very point. With so many doors slammed shut it is

not surprising that so many are out in the cold. Nov these same leasers

are trying to distract attention from their bluogeoning of the

opportunity struc'ure by pointing to unproven motivational problems of

small proportion of those receiving welfare benefits. The first priority

in fighting poverty is opening up the doors of opportunity again with

more deouste funding for the kinds of programs which have helped, such

as WIC, Head Start, Compensatory Education, Child Care, Job Corps,

Medicaid, JTPA, and others. The most basic AFDC reform needed it funding

of a decent minimum national benefit.

The most basic myth to overcome it that of the underclass. There

are some individuals who fit the crudest stereotypes and most of them are

not receiving welfare benefits. But the great majority of those In

poverty and of those receiving welfare benefits do NOT fit this

stereotype. Even for those who do fit the stereotype, and I lived among

and worked with such people, the provision of real opportunities can work

wonders.

When our economy again generates a strong upward magnet for those

who are poor, then many of the problems of despair will disappear. That

is basic U.S. history back to the economic development program of forty

acres and mule.

Stine are willing to trade off mandatory reouirerents for increases

in resources. The burdens on the poor of such a trade-off practically,

psychologically, and socially, are far higher than might first be

perceived, and no one is talking seriously about magnitude of increase

in benefits which would jurtify trading anything off. Those who are so

willing to trade off the rights and needs of the poor also have forgotten

that they are trading off the futures of millions of poor children who

deserve a decent life as children. Children also deserve an eoual

opportunity to participate fully in our society, ever if the false

stereotypes about their parents ere believe. w.

4
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frustration to do something' about welfare is prescription for

mischief in an atmosphere where false stereotypes of the poor

predominate, and, in climate where sone are more interested in getting

people off the welfare rolls rather than in helping those in need. This

Committee has produced remarkably good research material and has held

thought provoking hearings. We are counting on you, because you are well

informed, to resist the urge to do 'something' and to persevere in trying

to do the right thing.

Ten Reasons To Le Mandatory Reouirements

Following are ten reasons for opposing mandatory participation of

welfare recipients in progrars of education, training, and employment

related programs. In thinking through these reason I ask you to remember

that the population receiving welfare benefits is suite teterogenous on

several criteria, point often made before this Committee. Those

favoring mandatory reouirements have the burden of showing that any

advantage for some outweighs the costs to all.

1. Work as means to meeting the financial needs of persons and

families; work as means of self realization and of eXpreseing one's

gifts and callings; work as means of contributing to society; and work

as means of expressing spiritual caring for the created world, is

very high value. But work is not the same as employment. Mandatory

recuirements fail to value the work of caring for children and other

dependents and restrict the choices cf parents to contribute to this

society by work in this sociological, if not economic, sense. It shows a

sexist lack of appreciation for what has traditionally been derogated as

'women's work. but which many are heginning to riven,. is crucial

inve.tment in the future well-being of us all. The need for good

parenting is all the more pressing when it is remembered that many single

parents are trying to raise children under very difficult and threatening

circumstances, childrer who are statistically more likely to have extra

levels of health and educational needs. Many single parents, mostly

women, are working now under trying conditions for low v.), Wyell tn.),

5
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have very young children. The need is not so much to motivate work

force participation as to protect the the option of those for whom the

good reasons not to work are rest pressing.

2. Mandatory reouirerents are intrinsically unfair to that propor. on of

the poor who receive welfare benefit. It is not the poor who created

high unemployment and high underemployment. Ttey hman't controlled the

econoric and political forces which have caused the value of the minirum

wage to fall, which have exported lots ov eeeee a, which have exploit-d tte

work of were and minorities, and which have shut previously open doors

to opportunity. :t is not the poor who have violated the reels)

contract, ronipulted the rewards structure of our society so income has

been redistributed from those who have least income to those ,lo have

most. It is not the poor who fail to understard reciprocity or who lack

social retponsitility. It is not the poor who have shaped econoric and

social circumstances which are so inimical to the family life of

Americans, rich and poor alike.

If we listen to the cries of the poor, not pet because of syrpathy

or guilt, tut because they are carrying a very expensive lesson about how

our society is functioning, then we will direct atte.,.ion tack toward

investing in the human resources which have rade this country great. We

will remember that 'dependence' is reality for us all. Each of us

sitting here today have had help in getting to where we are. But

dependence of the poor occurs within an economic reality which makes it

hard to overcome the stumbling Clocks placed in their paths. They do not

need more hardens, rote tureaucracY, more hoop. to jurp through. They

need help. They deserve help because they are the ones who have

personally torn the burdens of a changirg society where workers are

displaced and farms lost through no fault of their own.

3. WELFARE DOE,' 07 CAUSE OEPEtDEtCY Ih AtY PSYCHOLOCICAL CR CULTURAL

SErSf. The ryth that welfare causes dependency flows fror the think ng

of Lawrence teat and Charier Murray anc is .CT tared on scientific

r search. Their research attacked the effeetiveners of tom, anti-poverty

frograms. Then, as expertt they dec. re, chat welfare cat.es
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' dependency* WITHOUT OFFERING ANY EVIDENCE FOP THEIR ASSERTION.

Consider what it would take to prove the hypothesis that welfare

causes *dependency. Since a family must be in poverty BEFORE qualifying

for AFDC benefits, one would have to show that CONTINUATION in poverty

was above and beyond the causes asaoci:ted with being in poverty in the

filet place. It would have to be shown that people on welfare are

dependent' in ways which other poor people are not. Furthermore, it

would have to be shown that any correlation between receiving welfare

benefits and continuation in poverty was due to a *dependency* of

personality structure that waa not derived from the circumstances of

poverty and was unresponsive to changes in perceived opportunity

structures.

No part of such an hypothesis has been proved. The hypothesis does

not even deserve the status of interesting,' or 'likely,* or

' suggestive,* since the underlying theory upon which it is based,

' Culture of Poverty Theory,* was disproved in the 1970's, and since the

evidence which does bear upon the ouestion is predominantly againat the

hypothesis.

i. The majority of single parents who begin co receive AFDC

benefits in a specific year are off of welfare in less than

two yearn.

ii. The percentage of poor families receiving AFDC benefits, and

the value of AFDC benefits, went down in the 1970's when

critics were saying that increased welfare was causing

increasing dependency.

iii. The moat maligned of the persistently poor, unemployed young

black males, receive no direct welfare benefits.

Even the anecdotal stories told by workfare proponents about how

welfare recipients 'love* mandatory experimental programs stow that there

is no lack of motivation when even the thinnest openings to opportunity

are provided.

7
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4. Mandatory participation of welfare recipients in education, training,

and employment related programs is the wrong answer to the wrong

problem. THE PROBLEM IS POVERTY. Education, training, and employment

related programs are ants- poverty tools and deserve to be designed on

their own intrinsic principles and fit to local c.rcumstances. They

should be directed by leaders and agencies with skills and orientation to

fighting poverty and not made into a derivative of agencies with a very

different purpose. The purpose of AFDC is to sustain families with

children while they are in poverty and to provide conselling,

information and referral while they try to move out of poverty.

S. It is unfair to make programs mandatory when the resources and

opportunity are not available to meet the mandates. The amount of

resources which would be available, under the most optimistic proposals

currently afloat, are miniscule compared to the level of need. Consider

that JTPA, .he largest program, serves only seven percent of those

mu ble and has been sharply cut in the 19$0s. Consider that the

average cost of chilc care is about $3,000 per year, per child, often for

poor cuality care. No one has costed out what it would take to

strengthen Departments of Social Service no that they could deliver

cuality case management, 'one-stop shopping, and comprehensive

information and referral. who has add the cost of cuality

supervision to make public service. jots worthwhile?

It has been proposed Viet any mandating of requirements might

be limited to those for whom opportunity is available and that some sort

of point system might be constructed as a basis for fitting recipients to

opportunity. This is certainly a humane suggestion and meets the

fairness issue raised at this point, but it promises additional

difficulty of administration and would have the effect of restricting

opportunity for highly motivated individuals who do not fit an oh2ective

points category.

It has also been suggested that in the face of restricted

opportunity, no mandatory reouirements would be imposed until all

8
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volunteers were served. This is also a humane and desirable

Qualification. But why bother to establish a reouirement until it has

been shown that opportunity is going begging?

6. Civen the low level of resources available for education, training,

and employment related programs, it is even more important that such

resources le used well. Evalustive research has shown that the programs

which have produced good results, such as some Job Corps programs, have

been the most comprehensive and expensive programs. This argues for

serving a smaller proportion of those in need but doing the job well.

Mandatory requirements would be a strong force for providing something

light for everyone and it is just such light programs which have been

shown to be waste of government money.

7. The presumptioh that participation in programs should be made

mandatory because of presumed low motivation (laziness) is not only

scientifically unfounded, as shown above, it is an expression of the

stigmatization of welfare recipients which is at once unfair and a big

social burden on those who take our help. To legitimize such unfair

stigmatization with the force of statute would rake this problem much

worse.

To the extent that the[ are some individuals who are receiving

welfare benefits who suffer from low motiva4 rn, making participation in

programs mandatory is the worst way to overcome any problems. Mandatory

programs externalize expect.tions as one more pressure to push against,

while voluntary programs internalize e-pectstions and build a sense of

individual responsibility. This insight underlies both democracy and

capitali , of the cornerston. 0 our nation. For such reasons, the

Natior for Business, wants a voluntary program. Before voting

for ma, irements, you night put yourself in the place of an

employer a. A yourself what value you would give to crecentials

produced by coercion.

c. Just as education, training, and employment related programs should to

developed in terms of their own levels of need and their intrinsic

9
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principles of effective delivery, so should services such as health care.

child and dependent care, housing, transportation, counselling, and case

management. For example, child care programs should be developed to

serve the needs of children and the family needs of working parents, with

priority given to the children and families most in need. For child

care, as for any other services, the level of resources is small

compared to the level of need. In the stretched thin economy of child

care we need less, not more, of two tracked programs, duplication, and

stigmatization. Put the nation's money into creating the best child care

programs possible and then consider giving priority of access to some

slots to welfare recipients engaged in self-help programs. november that

the more such services are available on their own the less will be the

attraction to get onto welfare to get the services.

9. There is increasing attention to the family dynamics of poverty and

welfare, particularly to financial and other contributions from

non-custodial parents. Programs should also help sustain family unity

when both parents are unemployed by not forcing divorce so that

suffering children can receive benefits. Two parent families often have

the best chance to make good use of opportunities and a-e thus most likey

to escape from economic dependence. Directing opportur.ites to

non-custodial parents who are supporting their children, or willing to,

is an investment in long term child support and, probably, of an

improvement in family dynamics.

10. Focusing on that portion of those on welfare who could be enabled or

driven into employment distracts attention from the most basic welfare

problem which needs reform, getting adequate resources to those in

greatest need. Many recipients are handicapped by disabilities and ty

serious difficulties which do not oualify as legally defined medical

disabilities. They will not easily become attractive

employees,particularly when rates of unemployment and underemployment are

so high. Poorly paid lobs with minimum or zero benefits are not likely

to be able to sustain many such individuals and families against the

burdens of the working poor which throw so many down into total p,verty,

10
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homelessness, and hunger. Mandating reauirtvents does not change the

crushing realities. What do*. change this reality is a change in the nix

of opportunity, benefits, and services. Under any mix, those most likely

to take advantage of opportunities and services are those with the most

personal resources, of which motiiatiow is but one aspect. Mandatory

participation forces resources toward those least likely to take

ao.antage of them and decreases the anti- poverty blossom for the buck.

Summary

The fiscal restraint of needing to reduce the budget deficit has

put dark clouds over many good program/ which coat money. In fighting

poverty it is hard to think up good strategies which don't cost money.

When one looks at the one-third decline in value of AFDC benefits it is

hard to think of any reforms which don't cost billions just to recover

lost ground, much less open up new opportunities and services. Mandating

participation in programs doesn't look like it would cost such money,

though the more humane versions of such legislation have more hidden

costs than first meet the eye, but neither does it do anything to

overcome the basic problems of poverty 'Ale'. are upon our nation.

Mo one should expect miracles under the current difficult situation

we face. P ndatory reouirement are not silver bullets anyway. What the

poor can fairly hope for is that available resources will be used as

fairly, effectively, and humanely as possible, and that available

political attention will be directed to making things better as rapidly

as possible.

II
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Mrs. ICiarramtv. Thank you, sir, very much.
Mr. Charles Bergstrom, executive director, Lutheran Office for

Governmental Affairs.
Mr. Bergstrom.

STATEMENT OF REV. CHARLES V. BERGSTROM, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, LUTHERAN OFFICE FOR GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
LUTHERAN COUNCIL IN THE U.S.A.

Reverend B110812011. 'Thank you, Mrs. Kennelly.
Since this is being printed, the statement in its entirety, I will

try to show my appreciation by some brevity, as much as that is
possible fora cle gyman, and I do want to underscore the apprecia-
tion to those of you who are here and to other members for what
you are doing in these hearings.

In addition to the work that is pr, vented in terms of the church's
history and its theology, also underscored perhaps as one of the
unique contributions that might come from this testimony is a
series of hearings that were held across the country. Seated just
behind me is Ms. Kristin Anderson Ostrom, who directed those.

The three churches I represent, I would like to underscore again,
believe that theologically, we have a concern not only for charity
but for justice and that there can be interaction between the corpo-
rate government and church in that area.

I just underscore the four principles that you see on the first
page of the testimony, that we recaliultue facing a scandal in terms
of this Nation's poverty and the that is before us; second-
ly,ly, the human dignity, which has y had reference, that that
needs to be respected, and that government needs to make some as-
surance that we have at least minimum necessities provided for,
and, finally, that these requirements come to underscore the digni-
ty of people with ability to work.

Already mentioned has been the fact that we have had an em-
phasis on recent years on balancing the budget and reduced Feder-
al spending rather than to take a good look at poverty programs.

In Omaha, Nebr., the Pantry System administered by the Lu-
theran churches there has experienced a 120 percent increase in
emergenc' food needs between 1982 and 1985, and it was for this
reason that the "More Than Charity" campaign was developed in
the seven areas across the country that are indicated. These
brought together bishops, church officials, people from the poor
and low-income areas of our Nation, congregational volunteers,
staff, elected officials, State human service providers, and other
government personnel.

Out of this has come not only the portion of the report which we
have here but also an audiovisual which is provided for the use,
perhaps, of members of this committee or staff. It is a 28-minute
piece which summarizes the testimony brought before the churches
from pseple who are dependent upon welfare.

These are seven comments which are listed in the testimony. Let
me just underscore those. First of all, that poverty is the primary
problem, not the welfare system; that we have across our Nation
economic and social systems that develop the poverty problems
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rather than that there is a welfare system that develops :lege.
Again, that has been underscored previously.

That the reform needs to be comprehensive is another comment
that we would like to add in our testimony; that there needs to be
some restructuring, therefore, to face all of the needs that are in-
volved.

The adequate employment portion of that, we think, is a key to
battling poverty, which means that the rate of unemployment
should not be acceptable to us as we have come to feel in the
recent years, and that we recognize the need to overcome that; that
unemployment benefits are made adequate and that wages are
paid which are helpful.

It is the members of such employed poor families that have in-
creased since the late 1970's. Two-parent working poor families rep-
resent the fastest growing segment of the poverty population.

The fourth comment is that we need to recognize and underscore
once moreas has been said today and, I am sure, in previous tes-
timonythat we move from welfare to employment; that this be
considered a social investment, not just a matter of reducing the
welfare rolls.

This entitles the reciprocal responsibility which we spoke about;
some matters of choice which have already been indicated. I re-
member testimony from Governor Castle of Delaware underscoring
the cooperative nature that he found in his State that was so im-
portant and so neceasary.

We then speak to the family value, family responsibilities in
these areas. It is important to think of the nurturing of children
that also must be a part of providing financially for their care; the
job creation and support services.

The fifth comment involves, theL, the basic financial support,
that we try to move in this transition from welfare to employment
so that we recognize there are categories here, those who may con-
tinually need that help and others who are found there on a tem-
porary basis.

Two women who have testified before our hearings said these
two things. One: "I spent my life on welfare struggling for surviv-
althat's what I want to say at this hearingthe welfare recipient
spends her life struggling for survival."

The second comment was, "Every month I decide on heating the
apartment or feeding my children."

We feel that to represent the real concern, not only for the
church but also for government, we need to recognize the affirming
and advocating of basic human needs and tl e drive toward a single
criteria of financial need.

We would like to underscore the programs that are being sug-
gested in the Family Investment Act of 1987, with credit to you,
Mrs. Kennelly, and to others, that we hope in this area you have at
least a sample of the direction in which the committee might move,
and that the family living standard is a concept that we also affirm
and advocate.

Now, the sixth comment has to do with administrative reform,
and there has been a lot of comment here already, and I am sure
there can be discussion about what happens to people involved in
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welfare. I just want to point out the emotional and psychological
abuse that sometimes is placed upon these people.

The seventh comment has to do with pover4 prevention as we
look at our children. To keep healthy children, to equip them for
rarticipation in society, above everything else, would help to break
these cycles, and we list here some of those tremendous programs
that have been developed over the recent years that are helpful.

I would like to underscore personally the need for the strong sup-
port of public education in this area, that children need to receive
that kind of training.

So we raise the following questions in conclusion: Does the
system adequately meet the basic human needs of the poor? That
would include income, nutrition, shelter, and health care. Is the
system accessible to all those who are in need? Does the system
support family stability and value family responsibility? And does
the system encourage long-term economic self-sufficiency and ade-
quately pronde transitional assistance?

I served for 29 years in wishes in New England, 6 of them in
Bridgeport, CT. I have worked with our national agencies of the
Lutheran Church across the Nation. I have also served in many
particular community programs, and I have yet to meet a family
that I felt enjoyed being on welfare or that sought to continue that
kind of relationship.

Earlier this week, I heard an address by Rev. Robert Marshall of
the Lutheran Church in America, and I just want to make these
comments to come back to the theology with which I hope I began
and point out that the Old Testament treats poverty as something
very unnatural, as not a part of creation. It was not until Abraham
and Sarah had to flee to Egypt and then d- lend upon the Egyptian
Government to feed them that it becomes a part of their experi-
ence.

Poverty is intolerable on the basis of the church's theology, and
divine judgment becomes an abusive use of that power. The Old
Testament preaching from its prophets was always against those
who had power and abused it, particularly in relationship to those
who had less income.

I heard a statement also the other day that capitalism is a
system in which people exploit people and that, in communism, it
is the other way around. I am not sure how you talk about helping
people or oppressing people or exploiting them, but I think, in open
discussions and opportunities for hearing, when church and govern-
ment together can take a look at these needs, we have a very im-
portant opportunity to create some solutions.

Thank you.
[Statement of Reverend Bergstrom follows:]
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Statement of
The Rev. Charles V. Bergstrom, Executive Director

Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs

Lutheran Council in the U.S.A.

on
Welfare Reform

submitted to the
louse Committee on Ways and Means

Subcommittee on public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation

March 18, 1967

I appreciate the opportunity to comment this morning on the current
welfare reform debate. The Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs
represents the following Lutheran churches;

The American Lutheran Church, headquartered ii Minneapolis.
Minnesota, has 2.4 million members in 4,900 congregations;

The Lutheran Church in America, headquartered in Mew York, Pew
York, has 3 Edina; menhers in 6,100 congregations;

The Association of Evangelical Lutheran Churches, headquartered in
St. Louis, Missouri, has 109,000 member* iv 273 congregations.

The Lutheran churches' testimony today grows out of long standing
concern for the well-being and dignity of persons, especially those
who live in poverty. She church, through our congregational soup
kitchens and shelters, our 'social service agencies, Jobs services,
hespitals, aid individual counseling and advocacy efforts, is confronted
daily with the needs of the poor.

Ost of the church's faith sad experieoce in ministering to the
poor, we believe that it is the Creator's will that both individual

actions and corporate structures protect and enhance the dignity of all
persons.

As Christians, we believe we have s basic responsibility to serve
the needs of the poor. let at the same tine, we believe that it is the
proper function of the state, under God and in furtherance of Justice, to
promote the general welfare. Sioux humans do not slims naturally and
readily seek the good of their maighbow, the guarantee and enforcement of
law is required. We believe that the Church and government are to
ietersot creatively is the struggle to eliminate poverty.

The following general rinciple snide our approach to the issue of
welfare reform,

**The poverty of millions of this nation's citizens is a continuing
scandal which cells for both government and voluntary action.

**Justice doodads that the seeds of the poor be consistently set
and their human dignity respected.

**Government, as the Cod-given means of enforcing the claim of
economic Justice, has among its responsibilities ensuring that all people
have acres, to the ;deism necessities which ere prerequisites for full
participation in society.

**14eeatial to the dignity of persons is the ability to work.
Every able bodied adult should be afforded the opportunity for meaningful
employmest, sufficiently renumerstive to secure, at the very least, the
miniuel necessities required in our s -ciety for living in decency and
dignity.
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During the IPSO', changes is federal welfare programs were made

within the costezt of the federal boatel debate. Attestios has been

focused es hew to reduce goverummet speeding :ether thee his to make

progress targeted to the poor more effective. Amd while the federal

goverment sigalfiesetly out federal prover targeted to the poor, the

church has eiteessed sharp !nervosa is the number of bumpy trollies

studies in lime at Oer soup bitches.; the church bee ;demised growing
numbers of homeless families - -including See, saes and ebIldres--clasping

on our esegregatioss' floors. Oar Osaka Pastry System elem. experiesced

a 120% increase in emergessy feed seeds hotemem 1,112 - 1011.

Thee, today me iecerely welcome the rational debate em welfare
reform as it provides the first opportmeity is this decade to 000000 the
strengths and weaknesses orr-ur federal efforts to deal with poverty and

to seek long-term cheeses os behalf of the poor Is NIL, etmestry.

Suspending to this opportemity, the Lathers. church lessebed
natiosal edscatieeel campaign on the test of poverty Is the Vetted

sad the seed for welfare reform entitled "Ikse This Charity."

The piece .f the "More Than Charity" campaign iscluded seven
reatomal buries.. om poverty mad welfare reform bald 'ht. pest fall.
Luther.. liuhops and other church officials beard testier's,/ fres a wide

settles of people !melange; the poor, congresationl vol

Luther** social service staff, elected officials, human service

providers and other goverummetal perseemel.

The waves regiosal heatless mere held is Nibbles, Minnesot; Omaha,
Webreskl Cleveland, Chio; Wichita, Kansas; St. Louis, Missouri; Deaver,

Colorado; and Montgomery, Alabama.

Amd thus, it is os the beats of the Lutheran church's social
statements on poverty end social welfare - - informed by the recast

testimmy the Lutheran church has received from the poor and level*

working directly with the poor - -that we submit the following comments on

the curtest welfare reform debate.

1. Poverty is the primary problem. not the seller. 'yet...

The recent attention to our federal/state welfare system and the
need for reform has focused on welfare client's dependency on the

system. It is important to recognise significant dependency f

within our currant welfare system. It will be important to rethink the

signals our correct system sends to people and to resnuildne the seeds of

in 00000 eats who tend to stay on welfare longer. And as we will state in

few mournts, the current public assistance cyst.. has many

inadequacies. However, it is ...waist to recognise that the primary
problems of poor families are rooted in our economic and social systems,

not the welfare system. Underlying economic end social factors are the

heart of the prattles.

2. Comprehensive Reform

Ideally, we support comprehensive overhaul of our welfare

system. We believe that fundamental restructuring of the system

necessary to ensure that all people have access to the minimum
necessities which are prerequisites for full participation in society.

This includes elites which adequately deals with all individuals and

whole familia. in need; system which provides adequate employment
employment; system which

provides help to the employed poor--in the form of 1 aid to allow

the employed poor to maintain a decant tondrd of living; and system

that provide. 0000000000000 d of living for those who can not

participate in our economic system.

Put until the public assistance system is replaced, it is

essertal thet reform take place. Even alone, specific incremental

retort..s can si nificently improve the system.
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3. Adequate Employment -- Rey to Battling Poverty

It is axiomatic to say that the best way out of poverty is a good
Job; the link between the economy and poverty is clear. But tragic

reality of our economy is a rate of unemployment which, although lower
than at the depth of the recent recession, is still far above the 4
percent level 'mandated by the Rumphrey-Rawkins Full Employment Act.

Exacerbating this situation is the inadequacy of unemployment benefits
for many workers who have lost their Jobs. Another factor in the
employment /self sufficiency equation is the economic system's reliance on

Jobe which do not pay wages sufficient for full time workers to pull
themselves and their famines out of poverty. The federal minimum wage

has not been adjusted for inflation since 1979. Thus, two parent

working family of four can only earn 65t of the federal poverty line.
For two million adults, working full-time at minimum wage job means

poverty for their families! The numbers of such employed poor families
has tee eeeee d dramatically since the late 1970's; two-parent working poor
families have represented the fastest growing segment of the poverty

population.

We therefore affirm and advocate,

**Government policies which reflect a fundamental commitment
to reducing unemployment

**Raising the federal minimum wage, which has been severely
eroded by inflation in recent years, and indexing it to prevent further

erosion
**Providing supplementary support services, such as residual

grants, child care and health care coverage to employed poor families on
gradually reducing basis to enable thee to maintain minimal living

standard without providing disincentive to work.

4. Welfare-to-Employment

There has recently been a great deal of discussion concerning
welfare-to-work proposals. Currently, our welfare system punishes those

who try to make changes in their lives. For example, the

dollar-for-dollar reduction in recipient's Aid to Families with

Dependent Children grant from one's earnings punishes the recipient's
drive and initiative to make ends MSC or to get shed economically.
Similarly, when a welfare recipient receives an educational grant to
further his or her education, the person's benefit i often dee eeeee d.
O ur current system makes it very difficult to get ahead economically.

Thus, we welcome the current discussion. We affirm the need to
provide real opportunities within the welfare system to allow recipients
to make the transition from welfare to employment - -to begin to meet their

own basic needs. But such transition must be viewed as social

investment and not simply as way to reduce the current welfare rolls.

For the transition to be social investment leading to long-term

economic *elf-sufficiency, such welfare-to-employment program must care

for the following considerations,

a. Reciprocal ResponsibilityIt has again become important to
emphasize that poor people have responsibility to change their

situation. We continue to affirm that individuals hs4e such a
responsibility. We also affirm that society/human service agencies
have responsibility to provide or help individuals find avenues

out of poverty. Reciprocal responsibility between clients and
agencies is an important concept to recognize and fulfill.

b. Choice - -A variety of options should be made available to
welfare recipients including basic remedial education, higher
education, family development education, job training. job

readiness, and job placement. Based on individual
agencies should help recipients choose that which will help the

recipient move toward long term economic self-sufficiency.
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c. Value Family Responsibilitieswelfare/work initiatives have
rightly recognised the necessary role of tomtitss to provide
financially for their children. But families also have another

important role, nurturing children.

Mothers and fathers of young children working at home to educate
and raise their children provide a nee sssss y and eeeee tial service

to society. Opportunities provided to help welfare recipients move
to long term economic self-sufficiency should be structured in
way that does not demean or undermine the most important role of
the family.

This is extremely important to recognise in one parent families
where one parent most perform both roles. In this case, it may be
appropriate to offer part-time education/training opportunities.

d. Job Creationis an integral part of a successful
welfare-to-employment program. Throughout many areas in the
country there are simply not enough jobs available. It is cruel

and inhumane to train people in anticipation of securing job when

adequate employment to meet basic human needs is often not
available.

e. Support Services --are an integral part of a successful
welfare-to-employment program. Support services such as adequate
day car., health care, and transportation need to be available to
recipients during their participation in the program. After
employment is secured, support services should be viewed as
residual al.!.

5. Basic Financial Support

It will be nee sssss y for those who are in transition from
welfare -to- employment, as well as for many poor people who may always
need assistance (for example, many aged, handicapped, and disabled
persons), to provide benefits adequate to meet basic human needs and
available to all those _a need.

Again and again, throughout the seven regional hearings the
Lutheran church held this fall on poverty and welfare reform, testimony
reflected the fact that our current federal-state welfare system does not
provide for the basic necessities of life, nor are benefits accessible to
all in need.

Testimony received from two women currently on welfare can
articulate the inadequacy of the benefits better than I.

"I spend my life on welfare struggling for survivalthat's whet
want to aey at this hearingthe welfare recipient spends her life
struggling for survival." St. Louis, Missouri, October 16, 1986

"Every month I decide on heating the apartment or feeding my
children." Cleveland, Ohio, October 14, 1986

The combined Aid to Families with Dependent Children and food stamp
benefit is three/fourths the federal poverty line in 40 states.
Throughout the bootlegs, recipients and congregational volunteers noted
that food stamps last only two weeks of the month. Our church food

pantries are rapidly becoming a primary source of food rather than an

emergency source. Many church pantries testified that they can not keep
up with the increased demand for food and are turning needy families away.

In addition, there is presently not enough low-income affordable

housing available. Testimony described waiting listsup to 2,000 people
long with a 4 - 5 year waiting period. Our congregations describe the

housing of more and more families with children on their floors at

night. And easy of these families living in church basements are

employed.
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We therefore affirm and advocate,

a. It is the role of the federal government to ensure that
benefits are adequate to provide for basic human needs including
income, nutrition, shelter, health care.

b. The elimination of categories in social welfare programs and
the establishment of a single criteria of financial need. All in
need should have access to support.

We encourage the committee to seriously study the American Public
Welfare Associatien's proposed nationally- mandated, state-specific
"Family Living Standard." Recently introduced as the "Family Investment
Act of 19$7" by Representative Kennelly and Representative Matsui, the
concept of the "Family Living Standard" deserves thoughtful attention by
the committee as one proposal that could ensure that basic needs are
met--based on realistic assessment of the actual cost of living in
various areas.

In the interim, we affirm and advocate,

a. A federal minimum benefit standard for the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children program - -which currently allows many states to
provide benefits to destitute families far below their own
standards of need. This national standard should be indexed to
inflation.

b. The expansion to all states of the AFDC - Unemployed Parent
program. It is appropriate to encourage family stability by
requiring all states to make two-parent families with unemployed
wage earners eligible to receive benefits, if they meet other AFDC
eligibility requirements. The AFDC -UP program should also be
extended to families where one parent is involved in an education
or job training program - -thus encouraging young families to stay
together.

6. Administrative Reforms

The system that seeks to aid the poor often creates greater
hardship for the poor. Many recipients testified to the emotional and
psychological abuae the spate had placed on them. The impersonal
treatment, lack of compapaion and a lack of information about services
already available- -can be alleviated somewhat by hiring more
caseworkers. Other administrative reforms include streamlining
regulations, providing for a central location for all services, end an
information/outreach center.

7. Poverty P ion, An Investment in Poor Children

Attention to reforming our welfare system can not ignore the
nee sssss y investment we need to make today in our poor children end their
families in order to prevent the poverty of tomorrow. Rasping poor
children healthy end equipping them for full participation in society is
key to breaking the cycle of poverty.

Programs with a strong record of effectiv in this area
include. the Headetrt comprehensive preschool program for low income
children, the supplemental feeding program for Women, Infants and
Children (WIC), compensatory education, child nutrition, Maternal end
Child Health and Medicaid. Although these programs have proven track
records, most are inadequately funded and thus can not provide for ell
chose women and children who are eligible. These programs are
investments in the future of our children--and warrant continued strong
and adequate support.

In addition, our basic education system r--lines to produce people
without adequate basic skills needed to survive in our culture. Renewed
attention to strengthening our basic education system end concentrated
effort to reduce high-school drop-out rates is nee sssss y.
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In Summarp

As we debate how best tc form our current federal-state public
aaaaa tance system, the following questions can help judge various
incremental or comprehensive reform proposals.

I. Does the system adequately meet the basic Amen needs of the poor
including income, nutrition, shelter, and health care?

2. Is the system accessible to all those in need?

J. Does the system support family stability and value family
responsibility?

4. Does the system encourage long term economic self-sufficiency and
adequately provide transitional assistance?

It will continue to be important to remember that reforming our
welfare system can not take place in a ...m.o. Battling poverty must be

our primary objective. We must battle u.s nation's current unemployment
rate and below the poser.y line minimum wage in order to provide reel
economic self-sufficiency to more of our cit aaaaa . We most battle poor

education, poor nutrition, poor health, and poor housing. Both the

church and the government have an obligation to battle the poverty we are
confronted with daily. We all have an obligation to invest today in the
futures ^f our poor children and their families and thus in the future of

our nation.
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Mrs. ligNivaux. Thank you, sir.
Our next witness will be Keith B. McMullin, managing director

of welfare services for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day
Saints.

Congressman Wayne Owens is in the audience, and I believe,
Congressman, that you helped us get this witness to come share his
knowledge with us today.

Thank you, Mr. McMullin.

STATEMENT OF KEITH B. McMULLIN, MANAGING DIRECTOR OF
WELFARE SERVICES, THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF
LATTER-DAY SAINTS

Mr. McMuu.iN. I wish to express our appreciation to this com-
mittee for this invitation you have extended to us to come and
share with you the perspective and experience that we have gained
over the years in working with those who are less fortunate.

We do not profess to be experts in government welfare, nor do
we come here to suggest to you the reforms that might be neces-
sary. We appreciate, however, the dilemma with which you are
confronted and admire and encourage the efforts that you have un-dertaken.

I have been asked to tell you about the welfare program of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints, sometimes referreA to
as the Mormon Church. I should stress from the beginning that the
church's welfare program operates independently from municipal,
county, State, or Federal Governments. It is a church endeavor
based upon religious principles and carried out by (hurch officers
and agencies.

Where community resources are available that are compatible
with our approach, we are happy to use them. Our overarching
aim, however, is to help people help themselves. Therefore, it all
that we do, we strive to promote self-reliance, to enthrone work, to
eliminate the curse of idleness and what we perceive to be evils of
a dole.

In achieving this, the church welfare program focuses on three
points: prevention, temporary assistance, and rehabilitation.

You may be interested to know that more emphasis is placed on
prevention than on any other aspects of the church's welfare pro-
gram. Through teaching and admonition, we seek first and fore-
most to foster self-reliance and provident living.

literacy
Members are urged to become self-reliant by acquiring needed

skills; selecting suitable employment; managing their fi-
nancial resources to avoid unnecessary debt and live within their
means; providing appropriate reserves of food, clothing, and where
possible fuel; following sound health practices and cultivating those
habits that ensure social, emotional, and spiritual well-being.

These preventative measures are taught and practiced in the
family. They begin, I might add, while the children are very young.
They are reinforced through gospel instruction, home visits, self-
help training materials, and family members counseling and work-ing together.

We view the family as the basic unit of society, as the forerunner
of welfare virtues and the first source of help in times of need. We
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view all forces that compromise or threaten to undermine the
family as extremely dangerous. We do all we can to promote right-
eous, strong, and inviolable family relationships.

The church expects that individuals will do their utmost to pro-
vide for their personal welfare. Resources needed beyond those of
the individual are viewed as temporary and supplementary. Perma-
nent dependence on church or other welfare programs is discour-
aged except in instances of the very aged or infirm who have no
other resources on which to rely.

After the individual has done everything possible to care for self,
the immediate and extended family are expected to help. When
family resources are no longer sufficient, the church supplies
needed assistance.

Church welfare assistan'e a tailored to the circumstances of
each individual or family. A cardinal practice is to identify and
meet welfare need at the level closest to where the need exists.
Hence, the local minister, a bishop, is the only officer authorized to
administer church welfare assistance.

Because of his proximity to the situation, he is in the best posi-
tion to determine the nature, quantity and duration of church wel-
fare help. He adapts assistance to meet specific needs. There are no
prescribed levels or complex formulas dictating what assistance is
provided. This approach simplifies administrative procedures, re-
duces costs and helps ensure the desired results of restored self-suf-
ficiency.

When assistance is given by the church, it may consist of food or
clothing, counseling, adoption services,ne4rsh.aining, the payment of
bills, the compassionate service of and frds, or a host
of other types of services needed by individuals. To this end, the
church maintains an extensive system of farms, food processing
and distribution facilities, social service agencies, job placement
centers, and sheltered workshops.

The resources needed to mamtain these services come from vol-
untary member donations of time, talents, and money. All mem-
bers are encouraged to provide compassionate service. This service
is given in personal acts of sharing as well as in church and com-
munity welfare projects. In 1986, almost 5 million such service
hours were reported.

In addition, members are urged to fastin other words, refrain
from food and drinkfor a day each month and to contribute a
generous financial donation, or fast offering, to the church for care
of the lees fortunate.

For example, in 1985, church members responded to the suffer-
ing in Africa and the national fast urged by the President of the
Ur ited States. Two separate fast days were held for theee particu-
lar purposes, and donations exceeded $11 million All resources
needed to carry out the church welfare program come from the vol-
untary donations of its members.

Fundamental to the church's welfare plan is the principle that
recipients work to the extent of their ability for what they receive.
This principle applies regardless of the source of welfare help.

For example, if members receive assistance from a non-church
agency, they are still admonished to work and earn that which
they get. Work engenders independence, thrift, and self-respect.
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Work can transform welfare need into industry. Where appropri-
ate, work assignments are designed to provide experience or skills
that enable the individual to become self-reliant. To the extent
practical, welfare recipients help produce the goods or services
needed in the program.

When unemployment or underemployment is the cause of wel-
fare need, immediate efforts are made to help the recipient find an
adequate job, thereby hastening the individual's return to self-reli-
ance.

The church assists with only life-sustaining goods and services.
There is no intent to maintain current living standards for those
who need help Individuals and families are expected to alter their
standards of living and stretch their resources as far as possible in
providing for their own needs.

We subscribe to the notion that we will "' have the poor
with us always." 1 Life seems to ensure that those who cease to be
poor today will be replaced by others who are in need. Seeing that
individuals make the transition from being needy to being self-reli-
ant as quickly as possible has everything to do with keeping wel-
fare under control and manageable.

Accordingly, efforts to rehabilitate individuals begin at the first
hint of welfare need. In the case of job loss or threatened job loss,
local church members are called upon to help locate new employ-
ment or to assist the individual in acquiring improved skills needed
in the marketplace. In 1986, for example, some 42,000 members
were placed in gainful employment as a direct result of such ef-
forts.

In the case of death or divorce, members help those affected to
adjust to single-parent roles and responsibilities. In the case of an
unwed mother, efforts focus on helping her care for her child or
preparing for the adoption of her baby into a loving home and as-
sisting her to return to normal living and a future happy marriage.
Local church leaders work with members of the family to assure
that needed ongoing support of relatives is available.

Rehabilitative efforts are aimed at helping the handicapped, the
chronically ill, the institutionalized, the mentally distressed, those
entangled in deviant behavior or substance abuse, and many, many
others. In countless ways, resources are marshaled that help re-
store individuals, to the extent possible, to stable, self-reliant posi-
tions in life.

Finally, to understand the church's welfare program, one needs
to have an appreciation of its basic moorings. They are spiritual,
and they derive their sense of purpose from a person's love of God
and fellow man We believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God,
and that His gospel makes each cf us responsible to provide for
ourselves, our relatives, and those who are less fortunate.

There is no earthly force that compels members to participate in
the church welfare program. Yet there are divine directives that
make clear their obligations. Although it may be somewhat unusu-
al in a setting such as this, I think it may be helpful if I were per-

Holy Me, Mark 14:7.
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witted to share with you, as a way of illustration, several passages
which we revere as scripture.

For example, to the giver, the instruction is: "But if any provide
not for his awn, and specially for those of his own house, he bath
denied the faith and is worse than an infidel." 2

Further, "And now for the sake of retaining a remission of
your sins from day to day, that ye may walk guiltless bebre God, I
would that ye should impart of your substance to the poor, every
man according to that which he bath, such as feeding the hungry,
clothing the naked, visiting the sick and administf,ring to their
relief, both spiritually and temporally, according ti: their wants." 3

Instruction to the receiver is: "In the sweat of thy face shalt thou
eat bread."

And the following counsel from one of our church presidents
seems particularly germane to this discussion today. I quote: "My
experience has taught me, and it has become a principle with me,
that it is never any benefit to give out and out, to man or woman,
money, food, clothing, or anything else, if they are the able-bodied
and can work and earn what they need, when there is anything on
earth for them do. To pursue r. contrary course would ruin any
community in the world and make them idlers." 5

We hope this overview of welfare service in The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints may be of help to you. To members of
the church, welfare is not just another "program," but it is a way
of life, a set of values, values that are based upon love, service,
work, self-reliance, giving, and being responsible for one's actions.

I thank you.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, sir.
Mr. McMullin, could you explain to me what you mean by that

last quote that you just read to us?
Mr. McMuLug. The last quote?
Mrs. lisanaux. The last quote.
Mr. McMuLug. From the church leader?
Mrs. linutialx. You, as a witness here.
Mr. McMtnlig. The very last quote that I cited was simply to

give the committee a sense of the type of basis from which we
begin our welfare endeavors, that basis being that we believe it is
important for the individual who is in need to be given every op-
portunity to work and earn that which he or she is in need of.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Well, let me take this further, then. If their cir-
cumstances are such that that individual has problems getting to
the point where they can have that opportunity, does that quote
still hold, that one should not be given without work?

Mr. McMuunt. No, on the contrary; what happens then is that
we begin to create work opportunities that, will allow the individ-
ual through his or her labor to acquire the skills to become self-
sufficient.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, sir.

2 Holy Bible, 1 Timothy 5:8
' The Book of Mormon, Moeiah 426.

Holy Bible, Genesis 3:19.
6 Brigham Young.
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Obviously, we have a panel in front of us that are doing every-
thing they can do, and they are here to see that we do everything
we should do, and I appreciate all your testimonies.

I would like. if any of you are familiarand I am sure some of
you arewith the administration's proposal of continuing demon-
stration programs for 5 years, sending particular funding that we
have now in the form of entitlements back to States as a form of
block grantsdo you think this continuation of demonstration pro-
grams and studying of the situation from the StateI was in a
panel this morning like you are now, earlier this morning, where
the administration complained to me that the motivation has to
come from the bottom and work up, and that is what they are at-
tempting to do.

Do you think the administration's proposal, the Up From Ds-
pendency or the GROW proposal, or extending the continuing dem-
onstration programs, is the direction we should take, or have you
acquainted yourselves with other directions we are attempting to
take and can comment on those?

Ms. FLowla. May I?
Mrs. IcZNNILLY. Yes.
Ms. FLOWZR. We have looked at the administration's proposal

from several angles. We have a few problems with some of the
ideas and a few thinp that we like.

The idea of allowing more flexibility to the States and allowing
some new ideas to come to the fore is a very good one. We would
caution the committee, and anyone else that we get a chance to
caution, that there should be some minimum standards on some-
thing so critical as basic survival payments, income supports. If
there can be some basic agreements on eligibility and benefit
levels, beyond that, there may be several other things that there
can be some flexibility on. We would not have an absolute position
one way or the other on that.

On the GROW proposal and some of the associated things, we
like the idea that the administration is focusing more on some
work opportunities and on the support systems that are needed to
make those work opportunities real.

On the other hand, it seemed that all of the money was being
taken from other places in the budget and focused on this popula-
tion which, as we pointed out in our testimony, is only a portion of
the poor families. We would be very concerned about that remain-
ing 43 percent or so that are poor and are struggling along on
these minimum-wage jobs and would then not have other helps
from the government to either increase their training or get better
job placements through some kind of Federal program. So we think
the program should be broader.

One other problem I think we would have with that is the 6-
month age of the child when the woman is required to return to
work. We, like the committee, are casting about for what the
proper age should be. We think 6 months is probably too low. We
don t know exactly what it ought to be. We have been thinking
that you don't want to have a very long period of time when a
person is disconnected with the labor market if in fact that person
is going to have to be the support of that family. So we want poten-
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tial workers to have some continued connections with the labor
market.

We would also emphasize the need for high-quality supports
whenever that time occurs. One idea that has been attractive to a
number of the church groups was one presented by David Elwood
from Harvard, which is that, in recognition of the dual role of the
single parentthe nurturer and the supporter of the familyper-
hap, part-time work as an option is something that makes sense
during the early years of the child.

Overall, we would think the major thing should be that there be
some choices available that are not now available to people who
have small children. Because of the lack of child care, there is not
the possibility to go to work, and if that possibility were presented,
we think a number of people would take it.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you.
Mr. Conover.
Mr. Coxovia. Just very briefly, our main problem with the

President's GROW program is that it focuses on mandating some
responsibilities to tie poor but does nothing to increase in any sub-
stantial way the opportunity to meet those mandated require-
meats. As long as that is the case, it seems to me a very empty
kind of proposal that has perhaps some attractive wrapping around
it, but when you open the box, you essentially find it empty as far
as being able to deliver any resources that would, in a substantial
way, r larethe poor to move forward, or those on welfare to exit
from

The other thing is, it makes the assumption that you have to
force people into thfte programs to get them to participate, and all
the evidence is that that is certainly not true for the great majority
of people.

You know, even the anecdotes that folks tell on thisI remem-
ber some anecdotes that I have heard recently about a pp in
San Diego which had a mandatory component, and tliey talke.
about how happy the folks were to be able to participate in that
program. Well, if you look at that anecdote twice, I think what you
see is that people who are on welfare grasp at any opportunity, in
fact, some of the thinnest kinds of opportunities had people rushing
to

And
these programs.

so we think the key really is to developing those opportuni-
ties on their own principles, making them available, making them
comprehensive, making them fit the local situations, and all those
sorts of things.

Mrs. KENNILia. Thank you.
Reverend.
Reverend Bintaeraom. Just quickly, I don't think we feel very

strongly about the need for demonstration projects either. We have
this film which would demonstrate the nead. To develop programs,
you have to have funds, and I think that ie going to be the ultimate
decision that will be tough for Congress to make about how we put
money into government programs to help people.

Mrs. Kzennuix. Thank you, Reverend.
Mr. Bergstrom, in your testimony, you speak to the underclass.

Do you remember where you spove to the underclass?
Reverend BERGSTROM. We did 3t use the word "underclass."
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Mrs. lizetimix. It was Mr. Conover. I am sorry. That is who I
meant. Here it is. "The most basic myth to overcome is that of the
underclass. There are some individuals who fit the crudest stereo-
types, and most of them are not receiving welfare benefits."

Could you share with me what your image is of the underclass?
Mr. CONON/1SL Yes. As has been outlined in several articles in

public magazines, we are looking at the poor and the black in the
inner cities. That is usually the kind of focus that is at the core of
what we think of as the underclass, those who are farthest away
from the opportunity structures of this Nation, who are most de-
pressed, who are, perhaps for some projected cultural reasons, far-
thest away from being able to take advantage of what opportuni-
ties are made available.

When you look at the total population of those in poverty, we see
that that is only a very small percentage of the total population.
We recognize that a great proportion of those in poverty are in the
South and in the West, and the majority of those are people who
are white rather than black.

We see that the great increases in poverty in the last few years
have been among those who are most statistically favored, white,
intact families including some with workers in them. So that is
where the increase in poverty has come. We have not seen an ez-
pension of a population that is depressed, that is sort of out of it
and withdrawn.

Then the other thing that I would say, as one who has lived and
worked in ghetto situations, I remember a situation where we were
able to provide what was at that time, I thought, a very thin and
poor and weak kind of , and people rushed to it even under
those circumstances. e had a very poor success rate according to
the final statistics that we had from this program because we em-
ployed most of the people who got into that program because we
simply were able to identify people who were willing to work and
then move them into jobs that we were able to find.

So even without completing the training program in those years,
we were able tobut I was in a city with 3 percent unemploymentat the time. It is a very different thing today with 7 percent unem-
ployment and perhaps 12 percent real unemployment, and in some
working situations, 40 and 50 percent unemployment. We are
asking some of the people who have the least opportunities, the
least background, to jump not a small ditch but a mighty chasm
today.

to be very difficultIn those situations, it is going ficult to move peoplewho are, for a variety of reasons, the least attractive to employers
into a situation where they are going to be attractive within the
private sector market, and especially to do that in a way which
does not recycle poverty and move a few up but then slide a few
down.

It is a very difficult situation where there is a weak upward
magnet, especially to jobs that pay enough so that you can support
and sustain your family out of poverty, and especially when those
jobs don't have any benefits with them, so that you are very frag-ile. That is the thing that we think about the working poor, and
when you think about what it would be that would move people
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out of a position of despair into an engaged, responsible kind of cir-
cumstance.

When you get these minimum-wage jobs, you are still in very
fragile circumstances. I could tell some more stories about that, but
perhaps I will spare you my favorite anecdotes this morning unless
you would like to hear my favorite stories.

Mrs. HINNELLII. Well, I bring this up because we have used the
word "underclass" in these hearings that have been going on for
almost 18 months, and I wonder if you disagree with me. When we
use it, we often refer to the 15 percent who are the long-term wel-
fare recipients, who are on over 8 ye, s and use 50 percent of the
funds that we have in our welfare prLram.

I have gotten very involved in this because it is a group I am
very concerned about. It is the young mother, the single mother,
single woman with a child. We have got statisticsyou know, like
you've got stories; I've got statisticsthis person, if she is between
17 and 21 and on AFDC, we have studies that show her average
reading level is sixth grade. So she is bringing up a child in a very
low-income area, and that child has a mother who doesn't read
very well so is not going to read to him a lot, and there are some
problems as a role model.

This is where we get the generational problem of the mother
doesn't go to work, and maybe that is a lot into it Isn't that person
in the underclass, because what we are finding is that 15 percent
are making up a big part of our welfare load which stays on a long
time, and that child, who is not going to get a chance in the Ameri-
can way, as we used to think of it, becomes a welfare recipient
down the line?

Now, is that your basic myth, or is that there?
Mr. CONOVU. I think what we are talking about is different uses

of the same term.
Mrs. KENNEL .Y. Well, we have been using "underclass ."
Mr. CONOVIR. Yee. I was speaking to what I understand, my per-

ception of what the popular myth about the underclass is. If you
want to say that there are some peopleand it is true, as you sug-
wt, statistically, that there are some people who, statistically,
have a very poor chance under the current circumstances, of being
able to rise from the situation that they are in. That is a statistical
realit.

But
y

the problem with using the term "underclass," in my mind,
to address and to categorize and to point to that population, is that
there is a presumption that they are somehow, in some fundamen-
tal way, lacking in motivation, lacking in a willingness to be re-
sponsive to opportunity. The underclass has a sort of negative
stereotype about it which projects something about a lack of moti-
vation, and that is the use of the term "underclass" that I particu-
larly object to, because I have worked with people like that.

I just moved from Charlotte, NC. I had such a family next door
to me, and I know how hard those people are striving, how eager
those people are, even with the least opportunity, the least open-
ings to them, the least preparation, the most negative experiences
with many of the major institutions in our society. I know how de-
sirous they are to move on.
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Just before coming to this job, I ran a successful low-income, not-
for-profit sweat equity program for housing, and I watched people
who were on welfare and had been on welfare all their lives find a
way to work hard to get themselves a house. They put in enormous
amounts of energy when a very difficult and very small opening
was made to them.

So I do not object to the statistical analysis and would point to
lots of reasons why it is true that these people have limited oppor-
tunities. What I am saying is, it is not a problem of motivation and
therefore does not justify a mandatory response. It justifies the
opening up of opportunity.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Then we are in total agreement on that because
it is not motivation.

Mr. Cozrovia. Yes, I thought we were.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Yes. It is basic skills that arc missing. And yet,

because of the lack of basic skills and the lack of ability or avenues
to get out of this abject poverty, we are finding we have an under-
class in these United States that we never had before. A child is
born and does not have the same shot that everybody else has of
getting up there. It is not motivation at all; it is circumstances.

Mr. CoNovzs. I agree.
Mrs. KENNELLY. And, to me, that is an underclass, a wasted life.
Mr. CONOVER. All right. As long as we are understanding our

terms, I am really in complete agree ent with you about that judg-
ment. And so the question y becomes, how do you open up
those opportunities? That is, to me, the biggest thing before the
committee.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Then let me ask one more question before I get
to Mr. Brown. Where do you people fall as far a mandatory re-
quirements go? I know, in your testimony, you all alluded to it. But
just give us a quick summation.

Ms. FLOWER. We have said that we think that any bridge to em-
ployment should be voluntary.

Mrs. lazavzim. All right.
Mr. Conover?
Mr. CONOVER. I have obviously testified totally against it.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Reverend?
Reverend Bzwersom I think I will sound evasive about this, but

I think there are different approaches to people on where they are
and what challenges they need. The word 'mandatory" gives me
probably the same reaction as it does the two previous speakers,
but just to say "voluntary," I think, also fiiiis it over too far.

I think we need to recognize all the needs of a family, the educa-
tional needs, the whole process, so that we do not make a judgment
that they have to go to work and then we try to get some young
mother to go to work at the expense and cost of that child. I think
the working out of that is much more complicated than to say
mandatory or not mandatory.

Mrs. Irmorizz.v. I said that was going to be the last one, but one
more, Mr. Brown.

We seem, in these hearings, to be developing a dichotomy here
that there might be agreement or disagreement on mandatory as
far as work goes, because there is always that problem that you are
asking too much of somebody when they are trying to do every-
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thing. What about mandatory education? And we find disagree-
ment on that. Some legislators, some congressional people are
really very much in favor of mandatory education but not manda-
tory work. Do you see any difference there?

Ms. FLowza. There are, of course, in many States mandatory
education laws through high school or so. I guess they vary.

Mrs. lizionaLY. But not under AFDC.
Ms. FLowni. Not under AFDC. Without checking with my col-

leagues, I do not know exactly, but I think that our reaction would
be that there probably should be mandatory education for people
as far as the State can handle but that it should not be connected
with welfare benefits.

Our reasoning would be based on those few individual cases
where it just doesn't work out. We cannot quite imagine, as we sit
here at the table, how it is not going to work out, but if the end
result of not being able to participate in the program is that you
lose your life sustenance, we think that is pretty heavy.

Mrs. KENNELLY. All right.
Mr. Cosiovsa. I am basically in agreement with Ms. Flower. I

could go on, but that is my basic position, too.
Reverend Bintairranu. I think even that term "education," there

would be times when that would be at home, better done there
than to say it has to be in a given institution, and so forth. So I
think the whole matter of forcing anyone into these particular cat-
egories is going to bring difference of opinion, and I would hope it
would be a matter of emphasis rather than that everybody would
be frozen into particular categories.

Mrs. lisramix. Yes, but see, what we are wrestling with is, we
are getting to the point, after 18 months of hearings, that we will
start writing some legislation.

Reverend BRROBTROM. Right.
Mrs. lizioieux. And that is the difficult piece. We are findingthat if you are not literate and you do not have a high school

equivalency, you are being locked out of numerous jobs. And yet we
know we are dealing with children here who happen to be also
mothers.

Someone yesterdayand I got annoyedsaid, "Well, you know,
if you are a mother, then you automatically want to do better."
Not necessarily so. You want to, maybe. But you don't have the dis-
cipline or the maturity. And so this is something that we have to
wrestle with right now.

Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. I want to thank all the witnesses for coming and

sharing their thoughts with us today.
Ruth, I had a question about the various church groups. I know

many of them have conducted programs for low-income citizens.
What kinds of church programs have you found to be the most ef-
fective?

Ms. FLOWER. That is going to be hard one for me to answer, Mr.
Brown. My own experience is with the Quakers, and our own pro-
grams tend to be very informal and within our own community. I
am afraid I would have to let someone from a bigger denomination
answer that question, perhaps Reverend Bergstrom or Mr. Con-
over.

5 4 f-



541

Mr. BROWN. Keith has already talked about this aspect of pro-
grams sponsored by the Mormon Church.

Reverend RERGI312011. I think that is so ideal, and I envy that
process in terms of the system that they have developed, and many
of us have had great admiration for that over the years.

But when it comes to describing a program that seems to be ef-
fectual, we have about 350 Lutheran social service agencies across
the country that have diverse and very different programs But the
concern, I think, that we find that helps them to do their work is
that that is an integrated part of what the Government can do in
those places, what private organizations are doing, and what the
church can cooperate with, so that it is not the church coming
along with its own program just to make sure it moves in and can
say it has done something good. But those that are most successful
become a part of that community and understand the needs.

We do this on an international basis and have found very often,
where we have developed some program to go over and build wind-
mills in some developing country and found out :it was not the beet
thing to do, but try to find out what they found was best in terms
of digging wells and pumping water, and the different ways that
we learn what the situation is.

The church does not feel it has a specific way or program for
every situation. I am afraid we get some pride mixed into that, I
guess that is what I would like to say, and that we need to be a
part of the servanthood of every community and understanding it
better and then involve the people in that.

I don't want to refer just to these hearings as the way to solve all
of this. But when we heard the voices of these poor peoplewhen I
was in Worcester and Springfield, MA, and we had the 0E0 pro-
grams, community action programs, where the people could sit at
the tables with us, we began to have a better understanding of
then how to develop programs in that area.

Mr. CONOVER. I would like to add just one brief note to that
answer, and that is, I think the church has two specific responsibil-
ities in this mix. One is to do a certain amount of research and de-
velopment to try out new ideas. The church has a very long history
of developing programs of that sort and of this kind, and homeless-
ness is perhaps one of the most recent examples where that has
been brought back before this body.

The other thing is that I think the church has some responsibil-
ity in dealing with the crisis situations where it is simply too diffi-
cult for government bodies and government organizations to tool
up for a response within a 24-hour period, and the church has long
had a history in that kind of emergency crisis relief.

But relative to the big dollar programs, such as AFDC, there is
just no way in the world that all the private charity gathered and
focused on this one need would really touch the amount that is
needed in this, and government has a responsibility in society, we
think, for being the body which has the ultimate responsibility in
this situation for caring for the poor.

And so we also serve as advocates in this situation, asking for
you to take up the parts that we think are especially important for
your dutier

e
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Mr. BROWN. Patrick, I was intriguedas a Congregationalist,
particularlywith your testimony. Let me ask you for your
thoughts on mandatory participation. Some of the testimony we
have heard recommended exempting from work requirements wel-
fare clients who are physically impaired, elderly, too young, attend-
ing school, or who have very young children to care for. Most wit-
nesses seemed to agree, however, that able-bodied clients with older
children should be required to train or work.

Do you oppose requiring work even from the able-bodied to
whom a meaningful job is available?

Mr. CONOVER. I would respond in two ways to that question. First
of all, what you have already discussed and what you have already
put before us is the difficulty, the complex difficulty, of deciding ex-
actly where to draw the line between able-bodied and not-so-able-
bodied.

We know from the experience with legal definitions of what dis-
ability counts for in the medical community that it is very difficult
many times to determine just what makes someone able to work or
not able to work, especially when, in the case of the poor, many of
the burdens they bear are not so visible to legal kinds of categories.
So there is a bigger administrative burden there than you might
just guess to start with.

The second thing is that we think that there is such a strong mo-
tivation to work by those who are able-bodied and who meet the
kind of criteria that you have just suggested that maybe should be
mandated; we think that there is such already clearly demonstrat-
ed strong motivation to work that if you make the opportunity
available, those who are volunteers will rush to it, and those are
the ones who will take best advantage of those opportunities. So it
is that as much as anything.

Mr. BRowN. In that line, and maybe this is not the place for it.
Mr. CONOVER. Sure, it is.
Mr. BROWN. What responsibilities do welfare recipients have to

society? Is there an obligation on the part of the welfare recipients?
Should there be an obligation on their part in exchange for the
funds they receive?

Mr. CONOVER. We are talking about the basic concept of social
contract and reciprocity and these kinds of things that we have
heard of.

We think, first of all, that people should be served on the basis of
need, and especially when we remember that AFDC was designed
in part to meet the needs of children, and that over 50 percent of
those on AFDC are children, that we have an obligation to serve
families if for no other reason so that children who might other-
wise be penalized will nonetheless be provided those opportunities.
So that is part of it.

The other thing is, yes, I think that I would, from our posture as
a denomination, I think it is pretty clear that we favor work as a
very important value and hold that up; that we also recognize that
work is more than employment; and we do expect people to make
positive contributions to our society.

But we think that the genius of America and the American ex-
periment down the years in part is that, by rnlly, people are al-
ready pretty much headed in that direction.
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Now, for example, child support enforcement. That is one of the
mandates of support that we have no particular problem with. It is
when you are taking people in a situation a d saying, We know
things are tough; we know the opportunities are small, et cetera,
and without really opening up the doors of opportunity in a sub-
stantial way, we are going to now force you to do something be-
cause there is some basic problem that you have.

We just think that does not represent the reality that is before
us and does not represent the American dream very well, which
has shown that it is when people have internal rather Limn exter-
nal expectations that they move forward to take care of them-
selves, to take care of their families, and to meet their social and
spiritual obligations.

Mr. Baowig. Some witnesses have suggested that welfare benefits
are so high that they compete with entry-level jobs and in this was
make it difficult for people to leave welfare.

Estimates seem to run somewhere in the neighborhood of $11,000
or $12,000 a year for an individual to be able to equal the after-tax
income that is available from welfare p . Obviously, there
are lots of assumptions that go into these Figures, and the particu-
lar figures depend on what State you live in. Have we created a
system that makes it difficult for people to move away from the de-
pendency induced by a generous welfare system.

Mr. CoNovira. Representative Downey thinks the dirty secret of
welfare reform is that it is going to cost money. I think the dirty
secret of welfare reform is that, as long as we have a private eco-
nomic system which pays so poorly, we are not going to be able to
probably provide the level of benefits and justify the level of bene-
fits to those who are on welfare when we have a minimum wage
that used to .R.ort, only 7 or 8 years ago, used to support a
family of three above the level of poverty, and now a minimum-
wage job falls $1,300 below what it would require.

So, yes, as long as we have this terribly weak upward magnet, as
long as we have so many people who are working full time and
working very hard and still sustaining families in poverty, that is a
terrific and tremendousI was going to say a capit is almost like
a 500-pound helmet that is sitting on the system that is going to
keep reform, under the best of circumstances and with the best of
will that you all are demonstrating, from overcoming this problem
to some extent.

Until we get not only people to work but get people back to work
in situations where they can support families and where they are
not threatened by a medical problem or child care, loss of a pre-
ferred slot or something like that, none of this is going to make all
that much sense. So we cannot overcome that with the welfare
tool.

Mr. BROWN. Let me toss out a tough one.
Mrs. KENrizwir. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BROWN. Of course.
Mrs. KENNELLY. You just expressed for me, Mr. Conover, what I

was trying to express yesterday and could not quite get out. So I
would just like to put on the record that I join with you in those
remarks.
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However, why I feel we should continue to go forward is, I want
my young woman who is a mother to have di( same chance at
least to go out and compete for that minimum-wage job and in fact
work overtime if that is her choice.

Mr. CONOVER. Absolutely.
Mrs. KENnitus. And thank you for putting that together. I am

going to get the record so I can see what to say. [Laughter.]
Mr. CONOVER. I quite agree.
Mr. Brrowx. Patrick, members of the Reagan administration

might observe that in the last 6 years we have created more jobs
than any country in the world or any country in the history of the
world in a 6-year period, and that our standard of living is higher
not only than any country in the world but any country in the his-
tory of the world. Job opportunities in America for those who want
to work, are better than anyplace in the world. How would you re-
spond to that?

Mr. CorrovEar. I think the United States has shown continued
strength economically, though obviously there are lots of other sig-
nals that we are not doing perhaps as well as we would like to do.

One thing I would point out about the new jobs that have been
generated. Senator Moynihan recently testified that 58 percent of
those jobs to which you just referred, the net increase in employ-
ment, were jobs that provided $7,000 of income per "oar or less,
and this is the reason that we have the new problem upon us of
the working poor.

I am glad those $7,000-a-year jobs are there. I would not scratch
one off the list. But, nonetheless, we are headed back into the
arena which I suggested.

The problem before us, the problem that we are addressing,
really is poverty. And when we think about it as the problem of
welfare, I think we have just slipped a stitch, so to speak. When we
develop the mechanisms to overcc more poverty, yes, I think
there if= going to be a there is, n re used to say, a bottled-up
engine or volcano that will rise to at opportunity, just as when
you bottle up a consumer need and you make some more money
available in the system, there is a rise that way.

But if you focus on the problem of poverty and then think, now,
what can welfare do, what is the role of welfare in helping to ad-
dress poverty?, well, it is to sustain people as much as we can while
they are still burdened. And then, in addition to the providing of
those benefits, to scheme abo' t ways and to work with other agen-
cies to do the employment, to do the education, to do the training
which will be those antipoverty tools which should be justified on
their own principlesyou know, what makes good education, not
just because it serves welfare; what makes good training, not just
to apply to welfare mothers; what makes good employment-relLted
programs, not just to serve welfare mothers.

When we develop those antipoverty programs on their own
grounds and perhaps give some special access to people on welfare,
then I think you have got the beginning mix of a strategy, if you
please, which will do the best you can with welfare to solve the
problems that welfare can solve and then to do the anti-poverty job
as best you can.
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Mr. Gonzalez, in a hearing recently, was talking about the prob-
lem of having so many of these programs in the same community.
In some cases you may have three or four education, training, and
job kinds of components competing for the same private sector jobs,
and with all the duplication of bureaucracy and all these other
things. We think there needs to be some better coordination of this.

I know that there was recent discussion in this committee about
jurisdictional problems with other committees. I have nothing to
advise you about jurisdiction, but I would like to suggest to you
that somehow you do need to address this question of how you get
the very best out of the education, training, work-related compo-
nent and justified on their own principles and serving need and fit
to local situations, that you get the very best of that as well as get-
ting something in terms of the benefits side.

Mr. BROWN. Patrick, I appreciate that. I want to thank you for
your comments. I agree with you on at least one thing; even the
Lord would have difficulty sorting out and negotiating committee
jurisdictions in the U.S. Congress.

I want to commend Keith for his wonderful statement. Frankly,
it really is an inspiration, I think, to everybody to bee the fine work
your church does.

I was wondering, Keith, if there is anything the Congress ought
to be considering that could help churches conduct their antipoN er-
ty work.

Mr. McMuuiN. I ha-. a great appreciation for men and women
such as those represents..' here in this collegial setting on this
panel, who are engaged in eseking solutions to the kinds of chal-
lenges facing the poor and tht needy.

I believe, however, that more can be done to foster cooperative
effort between the religious community and civic and governmen-
tal circles. The problems have been talked about in terms of pover-
ty versus welfare. In my view, the problems that are confronting us
are the problems that people have to deal with, and the churches,
as one example, are probably closest to that population. They are
in a posture to foster sound values. They are m a posture to b%in
to promote the kind of stability that is so essential for ultimate re-
covery from an impoverished state.

Therefore, I would think, in summation, that in all of your delib-
erations, what could be done to foster that type of cooperative
effort in a constructive way would be useful.

I believe, further, that anything that can be done, first, to
strengthen the basic unit of society, the family, second, to make
certain that father, motherand where there is a single parent,
then the parentand childr-n can work out their problems jointly,
and third, to engage the extended family in that relief effort would
be most beneficial in your deliberations.

I think the church and other voluntary civic groups can be quite
useful in that undertaking.

So, for whatever that viewpoint is worth, I offer it to you and
hope that it is of some value.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Reverend.
Reverend BERGSTROM. I just want to underscore that. It really

was the direction I wanted to go in saying that I think, as we have
responded back and forth here, that is really what we were trying
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to say about interaction between government and the church. The
church does not come damning the government for doing evil
things or acting as if it is holy.

But there are areas where we do have knowledge and experience,
and I think we lean in the direction that more people are not going
to admit they need help rather than that there are a lot of people
who are going to grab onto everything that is available, and we can
share those experiences. So I think that that would take care of
much of the mandatory questions if we would be able to help pro-
vide the support.

And then, particularly in the increase in this, although there are
new jobs offered, we Lutherans are strong in the Midwest, and it is
disastrous there in our small towns because of the farm problem,
and in areas like Pittsburgh and so forth. So we can balance and
help to see those things together.

My err nple would be immigration refugee issues I think that is
one place where the government and church groups have particu-
larly been helpful to one another because the churches know what
the needs are and what people need to leave areas and to help bal-
ance those. Sometimes that gets into warm discussions about sanc-
tuary movements, but there are other areas where that can be
worked out for the benefit of people. I think maybe if we balanced
some things this morning, it might be helpful to all of us.

Mrs. limmtzu.y. Thank you all for your excellent testimony.
I am going to adjourn the hearing now until 10 o'clock on Friday

morning. Thank you for coming.
[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene at 10 a.m., Friday, March 13, 1987.]
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WELFARE REFORM

FRIDAY, MARCH 13, 1987

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m., in room

B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Brian J. Donnelly pre-
siding.

Mr. DONNELLY. Good morning. The Subcommittee on Public As-
sistance and Unemployment Compensation will come to order.

Today, the subcommittee continues its hearings on the subject of
welfare reform. In the past 4 weeks, the subcommittee has heard
testimony on this issue from Members of Congress, several advoca-
cy groups, religious organizations, and researchers on the subject of
poverty and welfare dependency.

Today, those hearings continue with witnesses from the Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute, the Brookings Institution, the AFL-CIO,
and county officials from Ohio and California.

It is clear that the House intends to move forward rapidly with
welfare reform legislation. Under the capable leadership of Chair-
man Ford, we hope that a consensus can emerge on the best way to
address this problem.

The subcommittee looks forward to this morning's testimony, so
that we can be ceratin that we are approaching this reform in the
proper direction.

The Chair would urge all witnesses to summarize their state-
ments, and assures the witnesses that their full statements will
appear in the record of today's hearing.

Let me ask the first panel to come forward. The first panel is
Douglas Besharov. He is a resident scholar at the American Enter-
prise Institute. And Robert Reischauer, a senior fellow with the
Brookings Institute. Good morning, gentlemen, and my apologies
for being late. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS BESHAROV, RESIDENT SCHOLAR,
AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY RE-
SEARCH, ON BEHALF OF THE WORKING SEMINAR ON THE
FAMILY AND AMERICAN WELFARE POLICY
Mr. RISHAROV. Mr. Donnelly, my name is Douglas Besharov. I

am a resident scholar at AEI. With me is Bob Reischauer of the
Brookings Institution.

(547)

552



548

We represent the Working Seminar on the Family and American
Welfare Policy.

Mr. Novak, its chairman, is unfortunately in California this
week and could not be here.

The Working Seminar is a temporary, ad hoc grouping of philo-
sophically diverse scholars and former Government officials.

Our membership ranges from John Cogan the Hoover Institu-
tion, Charles Murray, author of "Losing Ground," Stanford Ross
who was Social Security Administrator under President Carter,
and Alice Rivlin of the Brookings Institution.

In the prepared statement that I submitted to the committee,
there is a full list of the membership.

In the past year we commissioned a series of papers, we held
meetings, we had the benefit of numerous other welfare reform
proposals, and we issued our own report called 'The Community
For Self-Reliance." The committee has copies, and I should men-
tion that it is going to be published as a book later this week. Our
recommendations center around the problem of long-term welfare
dependency. About half the people who are on AFDC are off within
4 years, and we did not concentrate on those people.

We focused our attention on the other half who are on welfare
for an average of 7 years. Some 25 percent are on welfare for more
than 10 years. We called those people the behaviorally dependent
and we made a series of recommendations about how public and
private institutions should respond to their needs, to help break
their cycle of dependency.

The centerpiece of our recommendations is like the recommenda-
tions of almost every other group that you have heard, the concept
of obligation. The concept that individuals receiving public benefits
have an obligation to try, through education, work, and other ef-
forts, to become as self-sufficient as they possibly can, and that gov-
ernment's role should be to assist in those efforts.

And we, like so many other groups, endorse the concept of work-
fare: education, job training, and mandatory work. We think that
young mothers should be required to finish high school.

We, by the way, commissioned a research study by Charles
Murray who reanalyzed the PSID data from the University of
Michigan, and he found that there were three simple things that
statistically prevented someone from being poor. The 9rst was,
finish high school. The second was get married and stay married,
and the third was, get a job, however humble.

In our prepared statement I give some of the statistics. The most
striking one to me is that there is less than a 1 percent chance of
being poor in this country if you finish high school.

We are not talking about college. We are talking about high
school. Now, it is easy to say that. There are many reasons why
people do not finish high school, and we just cannot just give every-
one a high school diploma. There is a certain self-selection going
on. But it is an important lesson to learn.

We also endorse the concept that young mothers should work,
and even mothers with very young children. We do that because,
from the evidence, we are concerned that if you wait 3, 4, 5, or 6
years before imposing an education or work requirement on a
mother on AFDC, it may be too late. We believe that she has to,
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from the very beginning, realize that schooling and work are im-
portant for her benefit.

The current consensus about the need to impose obligation
within our welfare system is, we think, an historic opportunity,
and we commend your efforts to implement that consensus. But we
do warn, as a bipartisan group of former officials from three ad-
ministrations, that there should not be excessive eagerness to move
into any particular program. Reform should be attempted with
great care.

While we strongly endorse the concept of workfare, we would
point out. for your consideration, that past Federal work programs
have had only mixed success, and that even the new wave of exper-
imental work fair programs have reporied only modest success.

In the words of a January GAO report:
Evaluations of work programs have shown modest positive effects on employment

and earnings of participants, but wages were often insufficient to boost participants
off welfare. Thus, programs should not be expected to produce massive reductions in
welfare roles.

In short, we support the concept of workfare, but not because we
think it will necessarily eradicate the welfare problem in this coun-
try, but because it is an important signal for government to send to
those whom we have called the behaviorally dependent.

At this point, Mr Chairman, let me turn to Mr. Reischauer.
[The statement of Mr. Besharov follows:]
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American Enterprise Institute tot Public Policy Research (202) 562-5500
1150 Seventeenth Street, N W , Washington, D C 20036

STATEMENT OF

TIE 'OREM SEMINAR
ON IBM

FAMILY AND AMERICA) WELFARE POLICY'

SEFORE THE

SOBCOMMITIEE OB PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
MOOSE VATS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

March 13, 1987

Two centuries ago, a French Immigrant, J. Hector St. John de
Zrevecoeur, wrote of the ned American se.tler. "From involuntaryI/ idleness, servile dependence, penury, and useless labor, he has passed

// to toils of a very different nature, ded by ample subsistence."
And so, for most Americans, it remains today. A resident of the United

/////
States can virtually guarantee a life free from poverty by
accomplishing only three things: completing higL school, staying in the

//
labor force, and establishing a family. Such, still, are the blessings
of this land.

Yet, a numerically small but significant group of our follow
countrymen fails to partake cf this bounty. They are poor in means,
but it is not their poverty that is most distressing. They often
depend upon public assistance, but it is not their dependency as such
that is worrisome. (The elderly and the disabled also rely on income
supports, but arouse no comparable concern.) They are concentrated in
large and generally prosperous cities, but it is not where they are
located that really matters.

Rather, what is mom Important is their isolation from American
society, their inability to acquire the skills and attitudes essential
for functioning successfaly in American life, their weakened morale
and lack of self-esteem. Without these, their chances of attaining the

ds of self-relianc that constitute the birthright of all
Americans 're slim. Vey remain locked, instead, in a behavioral
dependency t:at belies their status as American citizens.

In keeping ltn another national tradition. Americans of all
political and pl..cosophical persuasions have sought ways to help this
group out of its plight. We have given generously of our own wealth,
through both public and private channels. We have invented new methods
for enveloping them in the American ethos. We have reached out and
involved ourselves in their lives. We have had some successes; we have
also had some failures. And some of what we have done may have hurt
more than helped. Yet, we remain ready to try again.

As the nation prepared to begin another effort, the Working
Seminar on the Family and American Welfare Policy was created to enable
a philosophically diverse group of experts to study the problem of
behavioral dependency and make recommendations that would be useful to
policy-makers and interested members of the public. Chaired by Michael
Novak of the American Enterprise Institute, the group comprises experts
as varied as John Cogan of the Hoover Institutim) (Vice Chairman);
Charles Murray, author of Losing Ground Stanford Ross, Social Security

*The Working Seminar is sponsored by the Institute for Family
Studies of Marquette University and is supported by grants from the
Lynde and Harry nradley Foundation and the John M. Olin Foundation. The
Charles Stevare Mo-t Foundation also provides support.

The American Enterprise Institute is a nonpartisan, nonprofit,
h and educational institution, which itself takes no position on

7blic policy issues"

;4 1 14
0155



551

Commissioner under President Carter; and Alice Rivlin of the Brookings
Institution. (A list of the Seminar's members is attached.)

In the past year we have commissioned nearly a dozen research
papers, held a half-dozen meetings, and engaged in numerous informal
discussions with knowledgeable observers from around the country. We
have also had the benefit of reviewing the reports and conclusions of
several other groups that have examined this problem from different
vantage points. In our own report, entitled A Community of Self -
Reliance: The Mew Consensus on Family and Welfare, we seek to distill
the essence of this now considerable body of information and ideas to
construct a set of principles that we believe ought to guide a new
round of welfare reform. (We are submitting a copy of the report for
your consideration.)**

The starting point for all of these is the recognition that low
income and behavioral dependency are two quite different problems and
require different remedies. Approximately 33 million Americans are
considered poor, using the official Census Bureau measure. (A broader
measure, including in-kind benefits such as Food Stamps, would reduce
this to roughly 22 million.) But no more (and probably much less) than
one-third of that number (many of whom are children, living in families
headed by an adult) are likely to present the kinds of problems that
seriously diminish the likelihood of becoming self-reliant. For the
rest, an expanding economy. improvements in income support and tax
policies, and other adjustments in our current ways of helping the poor
should be sufficient to enable them to participate more fully in
American life, if they wish to do so.

Our report describes this new form of poverty "behavioral
dependency" which is caused not by low income alone, but by a growing
inability to cops. Many people stay dependent on welfare through their
own behaviors, such as dropping out of school, having children out of
wedlock. and failing to work. The traditional solution of economic
growth plus income supplements is not working wall enough to diminish
their dependency.

Our report details changes in family structure and labor force
participation that are the chief causes of behavioral dependency. Among
I.'. findings are that:

o 'he cencestratios of black and hispanic poor im high-poverty
canes tracts in the escine's 100 largest cities (sow totaling
seas 4.1 million personas) 'taw almost GO percent free 1970 to

1,10.

o Is side location'. fanale-hesded foal/les setnewher serried
finalise 3 to 1. send the labor force participaties rates of males
are far belay these of csomtyufive yews ass.

o Tomer than 7 percent of intact, married temple families have
imams base the official poverty line. bet 34 percent of forlo-
rn...Wed families are peer end they censticute the fastest growing
seers of the poor since 1963.

o vie 3 4 sillies smilers ea MSC work meth lase than sespeor
smothers. Forty percent of mrepeer mothers with children smiler IS
worked fall time for at least 40 seeks imams 1984, as opposed to
only percent of AFDC MOtheTS.

o Amseg the 7 indlliom children en Aid to dependant Claltres (im
1,83), 46 percent were berm it of wedlock.

**The full report will be available soon as a book from al at
4720 Boston Way, Lanham, MD 20706.
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o Children berm out of wedlock. regardless of race or ago of
mother, are more likely to be Low birtbeeiobt. to drop out of
school. and to thornless have children out of wedlock.

o Oily 13 percent of the working-age poor report as their reason
for being wen ployed that jobs are emanileble.

o The Labor force participation of yews black slaw awe 14-24
has falls dramatically since 19412. from 59 percent to 44 percent.

o the very peer, especially in urban areas. are twice on likely
to suffer from robberies or burglaries as the sompen.

A study commissioned by the Seminar concluded: "Those who do the
following three simple things are unlikely to stay long in poverty: (1)
complete high school; (2) get married and stay married; and (3) stay
employed at a job. any Job, even at first at the minima wage." Based
on the computer tapes of the University of Michigan's Panel Study of
Income Oreamics, it found that:

o Of all mem ages 20-44 with a high school education. cooly six-

teethe of 1 percent were in poverty in 1,70. For blacks. ualy 4.7
percent of black wile Mode of Imenombeldmith just a high school
offscatioe were in poverty or men weeny by 19110.

Providing income supports for persons of low income is relatively
straightforward. but helping the dependent to adopt self-reliant

behaviors is far more difficult. Behavioral dependency is so rooted in
personal behaviors that it can be overcome only by the personal
involvement of all Americana, and all institutions of American society.
not solely by government.

W. therefore make a series of recommendations on how religious
institutions, schools, the media, and neighborhood and professional
associations can become involved in responding to the plague of
dependency. At every level, those who help to shape the national ethos
must help recreate our two-sided ideal of community and self-reliance.

There is a common idea which should serve as the basis for the
efforts of all these institutions. It is the concept of obligation. No
person should be involuntarily poor without others toeing to his or her
assistance. No able adult should be allowed voluntarily to take from
the common good, without also contributing to it. Parents should be
expected to support their children; children should be expected to
prepare themselves for becoming self - reliant adults. The mass media,
religious bodies. voluntary groups, schools, law enforcement
authorities and other institutions important in the lives of the poor
should assert standards of conduct conducive to avoiding dependency and
expect that they be adhered to. When obligations are not met, the
consequences should be felt, except where harm might befall innocents.

In other words, the problem of behavioral dependency requires us
to go beyond questions of incase in order to attend to questions
concerning the way people organize their lives. What is distinctive
about behavioral dependency is its moral or attitudinal component. It

is not enough for the makers of public policy to attend to
externalities and public arrangements, without also being aware of the
ways in which policy impinges -- or fails to impinge -- on personal and
social values. Private institutioss likewise have a responsibility to
help shape ar ethos favorable to those of the poor seeking to practice
the traditional disciplines by which Americans have long bettered their
own conditions and those of their families. By emphasizing

obligations. society can help inculcate and reinforce the values and
habits essential to escaping poverty.
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Nevertheless, government policy plays a crucial role: it sets
goals for citizens and incites efforts. Therefore, our report also
makes major recommendations for governnent action. ^ur report argues
that it has been a mistake to offer welfare benefits without imposing
on recipients the same obligations faced by other citizens, to try to
become self-sufficient through education, work, and responsible family
behavior.

In addition, it can help restore self-respect to the poor. Often
in the past, programs designed to help persons of low income have
offered benefits without imposing any duties in return. This is to
treat them as less than full citizens. To hold all poop:* responsible,
as befits their abilities, for acquiring those skills and competencies
necessary to self-reliance is only just. And while Insley may weed some
assistance, to bold those on welfare personally responsible. two, is no
more than is asked of other citizens. And such more than is expected
of clients. Such a change in self -image is indispensable for educing
behavioral dependency.

For developing a sense of personal responsibility, for
trensaitting social values and habits, for providing aid and comfort,
no institution la as important as the family. Indeed, the problem of
behavioral dependency is Largely (though not entirely) one of the
family. Eighty percent of the poor live in families; sixty percent
live in families with children under eighteen; of the latter, half are
headed by a single parent. Such families are doubly disadvantaged;
they often lack earning power sufficient to nake good use of the
economic opportunities available to them and some are also short on the
social resources necessary to instill the Leilla for self-reliance in
their members. Misguided public policies and activities by private
groups have, as well, sometimes increased more than they have lightened
the burdens such families face.

Bence, the crucible for the sent round at welfare reform suet be
the family. All our efforts should be directed toward reducing the
number of single-parent families, or for those that are created,
insisting that adequate support -- eduestioaal and nurturing as well as
financial -- be maintained. To be sure, twenty-five years of
experience have demoescreted that these goals ere crsier proclaimed
than achieved. But it is essential to continue proclaiming them, and
trying to realize them, through both public and private efforts, if the
challenge of behavioral dependency is to be met.

To that end, we offer a number of specific recommendations. They
are neither earth-shattering nor unique. We do not believe there is a
magic answer, a simple but as yet undiscovered solution, to the problem
we face. (The closest, the foundation for all else. is economic growth.
but even it is not sufficient to deal with the kind of dependency that
concerns us.) Rather, we think the best hope lies in mobilizing an
across-the-board eft t, built on the following principles:

I. The home environment for young children is impoverished
families should be the_prina location for preventing future
dependency. Parental responsibility for the support of children should
be reinforced; political and administrative p -e should be brought
to bear to improve the level of child support enforcement. the fathers
of out of wedlock children should he identified through mandatory
paternity findings. Voluntary associations should help young mothers
through classes in child care and child education, and other efforts
that bring these 'mothers out of, isolation, in social settings that
provide child-care and instruction.

In regard to teenage mothers, welfare policy should not confuse
their legal status as parents with their physical and emotional
standing. which may be less than adult. Consequently, unless Cuero is a
finding that their safety so requires. welfare benefits should not be
paid to recipients under IS living in independent households.

Child abuse and neglect are serious national problems. lowever.

4
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there is a tendency to treat the symptoms of poverty as a form of
"child neglect." A large number of poor children now being placed in
foster care could be safely left with their parents.

II. Schools should impose high standards of achievement. behavior
and responsibility on all students. Communities should be encouraged
and assisted in setting high standards for their schools, recognizing
that the key factors are: strong principals, an orderly but not rigid
school Allnillpbare, a schoolwide commitment of resources to and focus on
basic skills: a highly visible expectation that every child can learn;
and frequent monitoring of the performance of every student.

Pear of lawsuits detains the violation of "student rights" has
deprived some school officials of a spirit of initiative and led others
to take the course of least resistance, for example by not enforcing
standards of behavior that they know have been violated. Federal law
should be amended so that, within appropriate lisits, principals have
greater good-faith discretion in setting and enforcing schoolwide
standards of behavior.

Parental involvement in schooling should be increased, including,
perhaps, by giving parents a greater 'measure of choice regarding which
public schools their children attend. Some members of the Working
Seminar favor a voucher or an open enrollment plan; others doubt the
practicality of such plans. All agree in seeking ways to give pzor
parents more of the flexibility and freedom others already have, and to
make the public schools more accountable for their performance among
the poor.

The rights of Chelan to integrity of life, limb and
property should receive *quid protection under the law. To reduce the
scourge of crime in the communities of the poor, innovative methods of
policing should be introduced, court procedures tights-ad, and the
illegal drug trade better controlled. Standards of coaluct in public
housing should be enforced, and volunteer efforts, linC1 as neighborhood
associations, encomz.ged.

IV. Since voluntari associations have a public character and
public responsibilities, they should focus their power on reducing
behavioral dependency. The was media should help nourish a anal
environment in which the habits crucial to exiting from poverty are
reinforced, religious institutions should challenge the poor and
empower them through spirituel determination, inner strength, and
community involvement, and other voluntary groups should employ their
own special skills and resources to invent new ways of coming to the
aid of the poor and dependent.

V. Welfare recipients should be required to take part in work (or
time-limited training programa) as a condition of receivieg benefits.
Young mothers should be required to complete high school (or its
equivalent) and prepare themselves for future employment. Older mothers
with previous work experience should be expected to find work in the
private sector or (as a last resort) to accept assignment in the public
sector. Those involved in work programs, whether staff or participants.
should be expected to regard every job, even part-time and at minimum
wage, as an obligation to society, as important to future work
experience, and as an occasion for self-development.

VI. The implementation of work program should move forward
cautiously and in graduated steps. Programs should neither be Illative
nor designed for swift results but for steady progress in increasing
the share of the employable engaged in constructive work. States and
localities should nave financial incentive to reap the benefits of
the savings gained by moving the dependent from passive recipiency to
productive work.

VII. Cash benefits should be transitional in nature. After a
specific time limit (such as two years), a recipient of AFDC would be
required, as a condition of further assistance, either to find
employment or to accept a public job.

5
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VIII. Clear and fair sanctions should be imposed on able
recipients of benefits who fail to work without good cause (such as
physical or mental disability). The vast array of rules and procedures
that have grown up around access to public assistance programs- -
frequently as the result of judicitl action--must be critically
reexamined. Some rulings seek onesidedly to protect the rights of
recipients to benefits, without giving due emphasis to the obligations
that recipients have to the rest of society, including the duty to seek
to become self-reliant.

IX. The working poor should not be taxed into poverty. State and
local income taxes should be adjusted to lift their burdens on the
working poor. Expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit to offset sore
of the burden of federal payroll taxes should be carefully examined.

X. In the administration of welfare, the principle of federalism
should be maintained, but policies should be adjusted to emphasize
state and local innovation. State and local governments should be
given great latitude to experiment with methods of reducing poverty and
dependency. Federal rules and regulations should be reviewed to be
sure that these do not unn ily complicate or limit state and
local initiatives. Standards for assistance to the poor should reflect
local living conditions.

These recommendations do not contain the spit:flies that might be
required for a legislative proposal or administrative action. In our
view, such details must inevitably be worked out pragmatically, through
the give-and-take of the political process, where the ideal yields to
the realistic. While we mould be eager to discuss legislative changes
with the committee, far be it for us to try to make such judgments in
advance and in any case, there are already enough specific proposals,
bills and reform plans before the public that another one would only
add to the confusion. It is urgent that the nation act, not lose its
way in the forest of technicalities which have too often entered into
discussions of welfare policy in the recent past. We hope the
principles we have set forth will serve to identify the crucial issues
with which all serious initiatives should deal and be a bipartisan
standard by which to judge how well they are likely to work.

Our group view the present consensus about the need to impose
obligations on welfare recipients as a historic opportunity to reduce
behavioral dependency. But we warn against exceraive eagerness to
embrace workfare and similar programs as a panacea to welfare
dependency. Past federal job training programs have not had impressive
results and more recent workfare experiments have reported only modest
success.

We recommend a step-by-step approach to workfare, securing sound
successes and avoiding over - promising and disillusionment. Programs
should be neither massive nor designed for swift results but for steady
progress in increasing the proportions of the employable engaged in
constructive work.

It is important to emphasize that our report is not only the work
of a group of experts on welfare polity, but of a bipartisan group.
whose membership ranges broadly across the ideological spectrum of
American politics. When we first came together, we were not sure that
we would be able to produce a consensus statement. However, sr. soon
discovered that our view on the nature of the problem that had to be
add d were surprisingly similar. Moreover, in the course of our
deliberations, a remarkable process of accommodation began to occur.
'hose who are more conservative in outlook recognized the need here for
a more extensive and permanent role for government than they sight
otherwise prefer, while those who are more liberal came to accept the
need for both public and private agencies to insist on obligations and
standards of conduct in return for benefits. Ideology gave vas, to

compromise, as people of good will strove to deal with the urgent.
problems at hand. In short, the "center" appeared and held.

We trust this is a good omen for the new round of welfare reform
efforts that has now begun and for American politics as it whole.
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Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Reischauer, please.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, SENIOR FELLOW,
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, ON BEHALF OF THE WORKING SEM-
INAR ON THE FAMILY AND AMERICAN WELFARE POLICY

Mr. REISCHAUER. Thank you, Mr. Donnelly, and members of the
subcommittee. I certainly appreciate the opportunity to appear
before you as you consider issues of welfare reform.

If the experience of the Working Seminar on the Family and
American Welfare Policy is any guide, we are at one of those
points in our history when a significant redirection of policy might
be feasible.

The membership of this seminar included policy experts who had
quite different philosophical, ideological, and political beliefs. Nev-
ertheless, we were able to agree on the basic shortcomings of our
current welfare system, and to reach broad consensus on the direc-
tions in which we think future policy should move. To be sure, we
disagreed among ourselves on many specifics, but these differences
were ones that could have been worked out had we had more time,
or had we been responsible for formulating national policy.

The degree of consensus reached by the seminar would not have
been possible a decade or two ago, or even 5 years ago. In the past,
many conservatives seemed only to be interested in scaling back
government, and in saving money by throwing undeserving recipi-
ents off the rolls. Many liberals, on the other hand, seemed to feel
that more was always better, and that the imposition ofany obliga-
tions on recipients represented an unwarranted infringement of in-
dividual freedom.

The debate is more mature today. Virtually everyone has accept-
ed the fact that government has a major responsibility to provide
some form of assistance to those who are in need. Few think wel-
fare rolls are harboring large numbers of cheaters or that recipi-
ents are living the good life. Similarly, most now recognize that it
may not be in the best interests of many needy recipients simply to
provide them with more cash assistance. If we give the young
single mother nothing but a bigger welfare check, more than likely
we are condemning her to a life of dependency. However, if we en-
courage or require her to continue her schooling, participate in
training, or accept job search assistance, she will have a greater
chance of achieving independence and the self-respect that comes
with it.

The consensus that emerged in the seminar, and the consensus
that seems to be emerging in the nation at large is centered around
four broad propositions. The first of these is that for the nonaged
and nondisabled, welfare should involve mutual obligations. It is
the responsibility of society to provide an adequate level of income
to those in need, but it is the responsibility of the recipient of such
assistance to participate in activities that can lead to increased
self-sufficiency. For some, this might mean schooling; for others, it
could include job training, job search, supported work or communi-
ty work experience.

In some parts of the country, we are clearly falling far short of
providing both adequate levels of assistance, and the supportive
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services that recipients need if they are to participate in the pro-
grams designed to enhance their employability Furthermore, with
the exception of a few States, we are clearly not asking enough of
recipients in return.

The second proposition in the emerging consensus is that parents
should provide for their children to the best of their ability, wheth-
er or not their children live with them. The steps that Congress
has taken to strengthen the child support enforcement program
are concrete manifestations of this proposition. However, more can
be done to encourage innovative State policies such as those being
implemented by the State of Wisconsin. In addition we need to do a
better job establishing the paternity of children who end up on the
welfare rolls.

The third proposition that has become widely accepted is that,
wherever possible, the low-income population should be assisted
through nonwelfare mechanisms. Many who are currently working,
and many AFDC recipients whom we expect to place in jobs
through the work welfare initiatives that many States are imple-
menting now, cannot earn tough to lift their families out of pov-
erty. Large families 'iav: rticularly difficult problem because
wages are related to a w' r s skills and productivity, not to the
number dependents ,:-ker must support.

We to adopt policies to assist families that are trying to
support themselves but are falling short. The earned income tax
credit is a nonwelfare related meck.aism to supplement the earn-
ings of these families in a nonintrusive way. If the EITC were in-
creased by 4 entag:e points for each child in a family, the in-
comes of the "GI working families would be raised in accordance
with the fami:y's work effort and its needs. I have a detailed de-
scription of such a proposal that I would like to submit for the
record of these hearings.

A fourth proposition that %as won widespread acceptance is that
the State should be given g eater latitude in deJigning and imple-
menting programs which will encourage incr med self-sufficiency
in the welfare population. For three reasons, such flexibility makes
sense. First, conditions are not the same throughout this nation.
The characteristics of Portland's case load do not resemble those of
Newark. Economic conditions vary signincantly between Boston
and Houston, and community values and attitudes in New York
and Salt Lake City are not the same. In a land of such diversity, a
single national program will prove to be inappropriate in some
areas. Second, we simply cl not know the best way to encourage
self-sufficiency among welfare recipients. Lacking firm knowledge,
experimentation is the most sensible approach. And third, State
agencies are better able than they were a few decades ago to
pursue policies that meet the needs of all their clients in a profes-
sional and a nondiscriminatory fashion.

The emerging national consensus on welfare issues provides this
subcommittee with a unique opportunity to formulate policy 'n an
environment free of the ideological rancor of the past. The chal-
lenge will be to develo, vlicies that significantly improve the ex-
isting system but remain within the constraints created by our
values, our diversity, and the budget difficulties that the iiation
faces. Thank you.

[An attachment to the statement of M Reil.,chauer follows:]
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A PROPOSAL TO VARY THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT BY FAMILY SIZE

Robert D. Reischauer
Senior Fellow

The Brookings Institution

Presented to the
Subcommittee on Public Assistance end Unemploymen Compensation

Committee on Ways and Means
U.S House of Representatives

March 13. 1987

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) offers mechanism to
supplement the wages of low-income working families with dependent
children in a manner that is non-intrasive and does not require the
creation of complex new program structure. If the EITC were adjusted
accoraing to family size, the earnings of low-income families co-ld be
supplemented .n accordance with their varying needs in a way that
rewarded vnrk effort, promoted family stability. and was not linxed to
:Jae welfare system.

When the modifications of the Tax Reform At of :986 ere fmlIy
lamented in 19e!, the EITC will provide families with c -

cnildren a i4 percent credit on their earning' -p to $6.210.- :see
pages A-2 to A-11 for a description of the n..rrent EITC.) The max=
credit of $869 will be reduced by $0.10 for every della,- of income tie
family has over $9,780. Thus. families will receive a credit ,ntil
rneir incomes exceed $18,470. If the credit is larger tnan tne
family's tax lishili the excess will ce paid to tae family .n tne
form of a refund.

In effect, the EITC is an earnings suppIement for very 13w.._= =e
families wit= children because such famil_es -c not cave tax
liabilitiee under rne Tax Reform Act of 1986 and, therefore, will
:eceive their EITC as a refund. It will be a strong inducement to
those holding low-wage, part-time jobs. For example, a single mother
who takes $4.00 par hour job will receive from the EITC an extra
$0.56 per hour for each hour that she works up to 1552 hours a year.
this is roughly three-quarters time

However, as currently structured, the assistance provided by tne
EITC is smaller relative to the income needs of large families than it
is for small families. This is the case because the credit does not
vary by family size although the amount needed to keep a family out of
poverty rises as family size increases. Thus, a single mother with one
child who earns jt.st enough to reach the poverty threshold kill get an
EITC credit of $869 in 1988, while a mother of four who earns just
enough to bring her family's income ,p to the poverty line will get a
credit of 1-es than half that amount. For larger families with
poverty level earnings, the EITC does not even offset the social
security taxes the worker must pay (see pages A-4 to A-7).

If the EITC were modified to provide larger credits for families
with greater ne,ds, these inequities would be reduced, the tax system
would be more effective at reducing poverty among the working
population, and the welfare-dependent population would have a stronger
incentive to enter the labor force.

*The views expressed herein are the author's own and should not be
attributed to the staff or trustees of the Brookings Institution.

1
All of the figures for 1988 are estima,es based on assumed rates f

inflation.
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One straightforward moth3d of adjusting the EITC by family size
would be to increase the credit rate according to the number of
dependent children in the family. The current rote of 14 percent could
be maintained f,Ir families with one child, and four percentage points
could be added for each additional child. Thus, a family with two
children would receive credit of la percent; family with 3 children
a credit of 22 percent; and a family of four or more children a credit
of 26 percent (see pages A-12 to A-21 for a description o: this
altern4tive).

This modification would ado roughly 5250 per child to the maximum
credit that family could receive. It would ensure tat, in virtually
all MOOS. the EITC would offset the social security taxes that poor
families with children are required to pay. It would also
substantially in the likelihood that a welfare mother with

1 children could earn enough from a wage, supplemented by the
EITC, to leave the welfare system.

In an efficient market economy such as ours. woe.ers are paid
according to their productivity. not according to the numbers of mouths
they must feed. For those with positive tax liabilities, we rely on
the personal exemption provision in the tax code to ensure that large
families have more disposable income than email families with equal
pre-tax incomes. In 1966. this exemption will be worth 5292.50 per
child for most families. family with two children will pay $292.50
less in federal taxes and. therefore, have that much more income to
spend on food. clothing. and other necessities than the family who
earns the same income but has only one child. By adjusting the E:TC trr
family size, this same principle can be extended to working parents w;
do not earn enough to owe federal income taxes.

Such a reform wou:d not only belp zillions of be nation't nmerimc
poor. but would also provide a greater incentive for welfare recipients
to work.
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RECENT SUPPORT FOP Jar:NG THE E:TC BY FAX:-Y S:ZE

larger waters of _^1.oren

nSsJ ,, , ,

"we should go beyond trio assistance provided t toe wo-,.-g
tne "ax 9eform Act of ,96t. We prcyide furtne- tax tt
working poor by +drying the Earned Income Tax :reelt by far.ly 5.te
by assuring that the ratio of the tax threshold to median fari_y ircone
be at least Kept constant over time

"Ladders p.it Of Poverty," Tne
on the welfare cf Families, 19b6.
(Bruce Babbitt and Arthur F.ening.
Cl-chairs)

"We also dropose that :he ElTS vary by family s.ze. Under tnr ne.
tax law, tne maximum, crec.t a fam ly can clait .s raised to $8C.1 by 19o-
a-d would be phased out for workers earnings betweer $9,010 ace S.-.r
While this is a- important step, it does not respond adequately to the
needs of working poor families, especially large fam.l.es

Varying the EITS by family s.ze would approximate a ch...Ldre,'s
allowance for low-Income families. Every Andustryalzed con -try
tne Un.ted States recognAzes tot Importance of cn-idren tnrougn sole
so-t of un.yersal ch'ld al.ow3nce. tne Earned lncort Tax C-ec.:
to increased the earned income ayai.atle to working-poor and near-poor
fam.lies will bolster tne efforts ty parents to support tnel- cn..dre-
through work."

A New Social Contract," -ask voice
Poverty and welfare, State of New
YorK, 1986. (Submitted to Governor
Mario w Cuomo)

"-ne E.-1 Le moc.f.ed 0, introcw.ng a "per cn.ld' facto -

For exa-p-e. .f an fam..y rds tn-ee children, the
c." c, ea-- t,e cred.t .n-rease d_cord.ng.. "

w'.te -t.se
Co tne
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A-2

EITC UNDER THE TAX REFORM ACT OF 1986

1) Credit of 14 percent of earnings up to $6.210.a

2) Maximum credit of $869 for those with earnings of $6,210 to $9,780
and total income not exceeding $9,780.

3) Reduction of credit by $1 for every $10 of total income over
$9,780. No credit for those with incomes over $18,470.

4) Credit refundable for those whose credit exceeds their income tax
liability.

5) Available only to those with earned income and a dependent ch_ld.

aAll f4..ires are estimates for ,9b6

v0.-S-de- 9n.
frwil, 2E1,11. kmdly

2

.11V IOW
1:2:
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Current Law

EITC, SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES, AND NET INCOME OF FAMILIES
BIT,/ EARNINGS AT THE POVERTY THRESHOLD, BY FAMILY SIZE

(Estimated 1988)

(A) `INGLE PARENT

(1) (3) (5)

Poverty Social Net Income
LererCent Threshold (2) Security (4) as a % of
CrOtirer Income EITC Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

2

7,895 869 00 592 91 8,171 09 103.5

9,360 869 ,) 702.94 9,' 6.06 101.8

11,098 647.20 901.05 11,7.4.15 97.9

14,202 426.80 1,066.57 13,562.23 95 5

(1) 1985 povert) threshold income increased by the actual percentage increase in the CPI
from 1985 to 1986 and by 3 5 percent for both 1986 to 1987 and 1987 to 1988.

)2) Estimated effect for 1988.

(3) Social Security Tax of 7 51 percent for 1988.

(4) ") (2, (3,

(5) 4)/(1,

(B) MARRIED CCUP.,E

(3) (5)
Fore't, Social Net income

teoer.P-t -r-e.hcld (2) Seca-Ity (0) as a % of
Cr .- inCOee EITC Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

702 94 ' 526.06 '01 9

2

4,360 869 00

1 .998 647 20

'4,202 426 80

',.045 242 50

901 05 11,744 15 97 9

1,066 57 13.562 23 95 5

1,204 98 15,022 52 94.0

.965 tt,e-t) esroid bore increased by the actual pe-centag. ircrease in the CPI
'^o- i'R.5 cc 66 and Cy i ` pe-ce-t ro.- both '986 tc 1457 aed .0157 to "988

.,,, a, .-.0. Tax c" ` nerce-t fo- '085

LNIMMm,=IMM=
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EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT ,ersus
of the Poverty Level, by COM.ly 1301 Ssng. Pore', ,0m1I)ee
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Current Law

EITC, SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES, AND NET INCOME OF FAMILIrS
.ITH Ea11aINGS AT 125 PERCENT Of THE POVERTY THAI-5)10.D, BY FAMILY SIZE

(Estimated 1988)

(A) SINGLE PARENT

(1)

1251 (3) (4) 16)

Poverty Social Federal Net Income

Deperdert Threshcld (2) Security Income '5) as a I Of
Child-en Ircoee ElrC Tax Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

1 9.569 860 10 711.16 235 35 9.752.59 123.5

11.700 677 00 870.67 217.50 11,260.83 120.5

14.990 347 20 1,126.35 119 70 13.799.15 115 0

'7,753 71.70 1,333.25 540.95 15.951.00 112.3

(1) 1.25 l.mes the 1995 poverty threshold income irereased by the actual percentage increase in
the CPI '-om 1985 to 1986 and by 3.5 percent for both 1986 to '987 and 1987 to 1968.

(2) Estimated 'free: for 1986.

(3) Social Security -ax of 7 5' percent for 1988.

(5) (1) (2, - (31 - (9)

(6) (9;'9699-ly irresho)d

(p, MARPIED COUPLE

(1)

1250 '3) (4) 16)

Poverty Social Federal Net Income

Lependert -nresho.0 (2, Security Income (5, as a % of

Cr111-0- In,ome EITC Tan Tax Net ircome Poverty ThreshOld

878.67 127 50 '1,370 03 121.5

2

3

4

1'.7)0 6'740

'4,998 347.21

17,753 7..70

20.056 C

1,126.35 37' 7C 13,860 15 115.8

1.333.25 450 45 16.04' 00 112.9

1,606.21 503 40 '13,0*6 39 112 5

C., ' 25 ;:mts tr 1905 pcoerty .rrettgAd income increased by 1.1.e actual percentage increase in
tht Cr: 'roe. 1995 to 1986 and by 3 5 percent for both '986 to 1907 arc 1987 to 1960,

5' percent 'or 988

(2, for 1909

'3, 741, c"

(6, '' Pc.e-ty
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FAULT SIZE-ACJI2STEL FITC. SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES. AND NET INCOME CF FAMILIES
.!TM EARWIGS AT THE POVERTY THRESHOLD. BY FAMILf SIZE

(Estimated 1968)

(A) SINGLE PARENT

(3) '5)

Pcve-ty Social Net Ircome

:/tr..4--Clert. '.resho.d (2) '.4.C1J,Ity (0) as a V or
Cx,fdren Income EITC Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

7,695 669.00 592.91 6,171.09 103 5

2 9,360 ',117.60 702 94 9.774 66 100.4

3 '1,996 1,144.40 901 05 12,241.30 102 0

4 '0.202 1.173.40 1,066 14,308.83 100 7

'965 poverty theesho.d income increased by that actual percentage increase in the CPI
from 1965 to 198b and by 3 5 percent for both '966 tc 1967 and 1967 to 1966

(2: Estimated effect roe 1966.

(3) Pocia: Security Tax cf T 51 percent for 1966.

'a) 1) (2, - '3,

'5) 4,/11,

(0) MAPPIED COUPLE

0: f3: (5)
Pcoe-ty Social Net Incow

tepede-t Thresho.d (2: Security (m) as a % or
Zriicrer Income rITT Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

9.360 869.00 772 94 9.526.06 101.6

11.996 896.00 901 OS 11,992.95 100.0

3 '1,202 924.00 1.066 57 14.059.43 99.0

18,045 986.10 ',204 96 15.825.'2 96 6

r- , t-es--1.1 .rcame Inr-eased by the actual pe-ceTtage (p the CP:

Oro. to 1966 1,u 01 3 5 peTeent for to:h '966 to 1987 and 1567 to '068

: orre,c rc,- 466

'3' So-!a. Sec' r,,, -ar cr -.5' percent for
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FAMILY SIZF-ADJUSTED EITC, SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES, AND NET INCOME OF FAMILIES
WITH EARNINGS AT 125 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY TP9ESH3 D. 131 FAMILY SIZE

(Estimated 1988)

(A) SINGLE PARENT

(1)

125% (3) (4) (6)

Net IncomePoverty Social Federal
Dependent Threshold (2) Security Income (5) an a % or
Children Income EITC Tax Tax Net Income Poverty Threshold

1 9,869 860.10 741.16 235 35 9.752 59 123.5

2 11,700 925.80 878.67 217.50 11.529 63 123.2

3 14,998 844.40 1.126 35 419.70 14,296 35 119.2

4 17,753 817.30 1,333.25 540.45 16.696 60 117 6

(1) 1.25 times the 1985 poverty threshold income Increased by the actual percentage increase
in the CPI from 1985 to 1986 and by 3.5 percent for both 1986 to 1987 and 1987 to 1988.

(2) Estimated effect for 1988,

(3) Social Security Tax or 7.51 percent for 1988.

(5) (1) (2) (3) (4)

(6) (4)/Pove-ty Threshold

(B) MARRIED COUPLE

(11

125% (3) (4) (6)Poverty Social Federal Net IncomeDependent Threshold (2) Security Income (5) an a % ofCnildren Income _ITC Tax Tan Net Income Poverty Threshold

1 11,700 677 00 878.67 127 50 11,370 83 121.5

2 14.995 596 00 1,126 35 329.70 14,137 95 117.8

3 17,753 568 90 1,333 25 450.45 16,538.20 116 t

4 20,056 587 00 1,506 21 533 40 18.633 39 116 1

(1) 1 25 [lures tre 1985 poverty thre0P010 income increased by
the actual percentage increase

in the CPI from 1985 to 1986 and by 3 5 percent for both 1986
to 1987 and 1987 to 1988

(2) Estimated effect for 1985

(3) Social SecurIty 'ax of 7 51 percent for 19E8.

(5) (I) (2) - (3) (4)

(6) (4),Poverty Theshold
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Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Levin, do you have any questions?
Mr. LEvIN. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PEASE. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your testimony,

which I think is excellent. I am particularly pleased at the ap-
proach that you took in getting people from a wide philosophical
spectrum. If ever there was a problem that needed consensus, this
is it. I have felt for a long timc that the problems of welfare were
not chiefly philosophical and that they ought to lend themselves to
practical commonsense solutions on which liberals and conservative:,
could agree.

I have a couple of questions. First, on the concept of obligation
that I gather is an important part of your study, has there been
any experience with that? Have States, or local communities tried
that on an experimental basis?

Mr. BESHAROY. There are a number of programs that have re-
quired the participation of the head of the AFDC household. My
impression is that m some places they have been well adminis-
tered, and there have not been strong criticisms. We have not seen
anyone running to court saying you cannot require us to do some-
thing in return for receiving our public assistance.

Mr. PEASE. True.
Mr. REISCHAUER. There is a fairly long history of this. There are

certain States, like the State of West Virginia, which has required
AFDCU fathers to participate in work p for a number of
years. The State of Utah experimented with this also. Thirty-nine
States now have small or large programs testing out these con-
cepts. The State of California is probably furthest down the road of
establishing a mandatory program of obligation for all its recipi-
ents.

It is too early to tell, on this large scale, what the effects will be.
But as Doug has pointed out, the evidence from the expe iments
that have been evaluated by MDRC suggests that these programs
can be modestly successful, at placing people in work at higher
rates than they would otherwise achieve.

There also seems to be a general acceptance by the recipient pop-
ulation that this is fair and a positive step. I think that this is very
important. It is a big change from what people perceived to be the
case, anyway, a decade ago.

Mr. PEASE. Well, I would assume that probably it is legal or con-
stitutional to require people to go to school or to work in order to
receive welfare, and I would assume that most welfare recipients
would accept that quid pro quo.

I guess I have some question about what happens to people who
either will not m cannot accept it. What would happen if a rson
signs a contract to finish a high school diploma in exchange for

pe
get-

ting ADC, or a person signs up for a job, and that person turns out
to be habitually truant, or cannot get himselfor herself out of bed
in the morning to go to work, and is generally performing unsatis-
factorily?

I presume the option is there for the welfare authorities to say,
"Tough beans, we will cut off your welfare." What would happen to
those people at that point? Would they be added to the list of
homeless who are wandering around sleeping on grates at night?
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Do you have any notion of whether that is likely to be a
problem, and the degree to which it might be a problem, and what we
do about that?

Mr. REISCHAUER. The experimental evidence suggests that this is
not a tremendous problem. The number of recipients who refuse to
participate are very small. I will qualify that in just a minute.

But the experience of sanctioning with respect to welfare has
never been that the entire welfare check is cut off. We are a com-
passionate nation. While we might not like the behavior of the
adult, realizes that the adult is responsible for the care of the chil-
dren. Therefore the sanctioning has taken the form of reducing the
size of the grant, so that the parents' portion is eliminated, not
taking the grant down to zero.

As you might be aware, participation in any one of these p
is an extremely difficult thing to measure and keep track of

rtahrnk we often overlook these difficulties in o-ir rush to get every-
body signed up and participating in some form of obligation.

When we talk about getting a 17-year-old mother of a young
child to go to school, we are probably dealing with somebody who
has had a pretty lousy school experience. The evidence shows that
there is a higher probability of becoming pregnant as a teenager if
your school experience has been bad and your school attendance
and school achievement have been low.

So, we are saying: this is what is best fe- you; we know what is
good for you, and please ignore the previous 13 years of your life
during which you have had bad experiences in this environment. I
think it is going to be very, very tough.

There will also be problems getting adults to show up at the
training center or the Job Search Assistance Program. There are a
million excuses, as ycu all know. "I was sick; my back hurt; trans-
portation." I was actually a little late getting to these hearings. I
was going to give you the subway excuseit just stopped for 10
minutes. Finding out which excuses are legitimate is very difficult
to do.

There are a tremendous number of barriers that people who
want to get to their job run into. We are going to have to come face
to face with this, and devise fair, yet tough, mechanisms of measur-
ing participation. And I do not think we have confronted this prob-
lem yet.

Mr. BESHAROV. If I might add, the Working Seminar as a group,
paid a great deal of attention to this issue, and decided it would be
a mistake to talk about terminating the entire welfare payment.

One reason is, if you have such a draconian measure, those who
administer the programs will never find nonparticipation, and it
becomes a false front. That is why we suggested, and we specifical-
ly say in our report, let's try the more modest sanction first, which is
to reduce or terminate the mother's portion of the grant.

And let's see. We think that should be enough, but as Bob has
said, one of the things that we should have learned in the past is to
experiment, to try these things before we jump in with any kind of
realy radical changes in the program.

Mr. RICISCHAUER. Could I just add what might be a crazy sugges-
tion. Most of the Nation, the low-wage workers in particular, gets
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paid by punching a timeclock. It is not inconceivable that when we
are talking about participation in a job search program, or educa-
tion, that the timeclock principle could be applied to welfare bene-
fits as well.

One of the problems with any other mechanism is that you need
some kind of adjudication procedures. The job search counselor re-
ports, "Susan didn't show up today." This report goes to the en-
forcement officer, and then it goes to the welfare bureau. Then, 2,
3, or 6 months later, it might be reflected in a reduced check.

There is no immediate connection between participation and ben-
efits evident to the recipients. In addition there are lots of adjudi-
cation processes to make the system fair. I think these difficulties
are one reason why some who have looked at our welfare system,
including our seminar and the task force set up by Governor
Cuomo, have suggested that welfare should be a time-limited bene-
fit. Beyond a 2- or 3-year period, jobs should be provided not wel-
fare because jobs do have a built-in mechanism for measuring par-
ticipation.

Mr. PEASE. Well, again, it is valuable to have you thinking about
practical aspects. I think the timeclock idea is not bad.

In your scenario you did not mention that at the end of that 2- or
3-month process, when the check is reduced, the client goes in and
says "I was there that day, I should not have been cut off." Won't
you really be in the soup? It seems to me that if we are going to
make a system like this work, it is going to require substantial ad-
ditional administrative expense, additional staff time, to counsel
the welfare recipients, and tell them what they can do, and need to
do, and so on. As you point out, they would need to work out en-
forcement. Are they showing up for school, or are they not, and so
on?

In my days in the State legislature, I found that people did not
like welfare clients. They did not like welfare administrators,
either. They always thought that too much of the money was going
into administration.

Have you thought through how much additional administrative
expense would be necessary to reform the system in the way that you
have suggested?

Mr. REISCHAUER. No, we did not estimate ' hose costs. The semi-
nar thought such important issues should be left to the Congress.

Mr. BFSHAROV. To be fair, I think in part, in part we had another
reason. We do not propose that you adopt a system this year that
will last us for the next 10 years. We instead say, take a look at
what changes you want to make, and make them in increments.

Some of our members have suggested 10 percent increments
every year. That is a political judgment based on how much money
is available. But I think it is truly important to understand that
what we are suggesting is increments. Step by step, see what funds
are available this year, and apply them, but apply them with a
notion that this is not the ultimate solution. We want to learn
from this increment and we are making a commitment for a future
increment.
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Mr. RZIBCHAUZR. There is some hope in certain quarters that ob-
ligations and work-welfare initiatives, can save money immediate-
ly. I am extremely skeptical about this.

I think we should be taking these steps because they are the
right thing to do. I think they probably will cost a modest, if not a
considerable, amount of money in the short-run. But we are trying
to improve the situation for the year 2000, so that the 110th Con-
gress does not have to grapple with these issues.

Mr. Pram. Well, whether we do it nationwide at one time, or in-
crementally as you suggest, we do have to grapple with the ques-
tion of how much additional administrative expense we would need
to allocate. I hope that some group will be able to come to us and
give us an estimate of what that is.

Mr. Chairman, I have other questions, but at this point I yield to
my colleague.

Mr. DONNZILY. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. ICZNNILLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize for

being late. However, just in the short exchange that I have listened
to, I think you have been able to zero in on our problems right at
this point.

And your goal is by the year 2000 to get a better system?
Mr. RIUSCHAUZR. I am just skeptical that we will see immediate

results from the changes that we implement, whatever they are.
We probably are going to implement relatively modest changes.

Welfare dependency is a very difficult and intractable problem
that has grown up over decades. Unfortunately, the Nation loves
the quick fix, loves the program that promises to 1,9 the silver
bullet that will make everything better immediately. I do not think
that is possible in the welfare area

Mrs. IiIINNZILY. Well, you do not have to worry too much about
us doing too much because we do not have enough money, and we
are wrestling with that, and one of the reasons none of us give a
figure down the line is that that would stop it in its tracks.

But our chairman is not here today, and he has held these meet-
ings. This subcommittee has been holding hearings for 18 months,
but interestingly enough, all of a sudden our hearings have become
much more important because we might do something about wel-
fare reform, and the whole tenor and the feeling has changed.

And if our chairman was here, he would say that the whole
reason that we are so intent at the moment isand as a woman, I
have to be a little cynical. When we were addressing it as a prob-
lem of single women with children, id by the year 2000, all peoole
in poverty, 99 percent would be women and children, we did not
get much attention.

We have shifted the concern to children, and we are getting
more attention, and without m, cynicismno one cared about
women is what I am trying to say. Without my cynicism, Harold
would say if he was here, we are trying to do something for the
children, and by the year 2000, a child born today will be 13.

And I am a Catholic. If you know what the Jesuits say, it is all
over by much less than that. So we are trying to do something, and
yes, it would be nice if we could do things in increments, and
thoughtfully and carefully.
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But I am an old politician, and I have learned, when you have
the momentum you go with the momentum, or your momentum or
your time might not come again for 5 or 10 years.

Because in world situations like we have, the national situations,
we have igot a lot of problems. So we are trying to wrestle with this
whole thing, and I am wrestling with it. I was a former city coun-
cilwoman.

I have dealt with it like Don has at the local level. This whole
thing about mandatory vis-a-vis nonirandatory, I am almost
coming to the conclusion that we should try to r I would
like you to comment. Do we separate man&tc.:744:11 from manda-
tory education? And just what Don was talking about. Because so
many of these people we are interested in are still fairly young.

We have mandatory educational requirements in the State be-
cause we know those kids would not go to school if they did not
have to. These are still young people.

Also, coming to a new concern that I had not been concerned
with when I started this is that you know, in modern life we are
talking about the superwoman, she cannot do everything, and some
of these proposal we are looking at, you are asking someone to do
something that we as married people cannot do, let alone someone
who is alone with a child, or two children, or three children.

But you use that job placement. That is what has killed us, put-
ting so much emphasis and time on job placement, and you can
place somebody five times, but if they are illiterate, they are not
going to keep a job.

So, could you give me your thoughts. Is it possible, do you think,
after your studies, to separate mandatory work from mandatory
education?

And I like your idea, I do not think it is crazy, that maybe we
can put a timeclock on education.

Mr. REM-MAUI:IL Well, first of all, one of the reasons we want
people to be educated and trained is so that they can get jobs. But,
as I said in my statement, we often overemphasize the earning po-
tential of many of the women on welfare. They can't earn much
'roth because they have low levels of education and skills, and be-
cause it is not reasonable to expect a young mother of a young
child to work full time when day care and transportation are prob-
lems. Most married women who work do not work full time, full
year.

We should not expect more of this group that has a hard time
struggling through day-to-day existence, than we expect of the
middle class that has a spouse to help with child care, and the
other things that make life easier. Plus as you pointed out, a lot of
these women will be in jobs that are relatively unstable. They will
be employed today and unemployed tomorrow.

Mrs. liztorzu.v. No, I did not say
Mr. R1118CHAUXR. Well, they will be. If you look at women by edu-

cation level, and job experience level, you will find that the proba-
bility of being unemployed, is much higher for those with low
skills, and low education.

Mrs. ICKNNELLY. I guess my question is, How do I get them edu-
cated? That is my question: How do I educate these women so well,
they have those children in such a short numoer of years, and we

5,81



577

live so long. We are talking about 60 years maybe, not being a
mother of a young child, but being alive with no skills. Now how do
I get them educated? You have done the study. What do I do?

Mr. BESHAROV. Well, one thing you can do is you can say, that if
you get pregnant and have a child while you are in high school, or
you drop out of high school, that you will not get welfare payments
for yourself until you finish high school.

You can say, as I know has been before the Congress, and there
are some problems

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mandatory education.
Mr. Borsautov. Yes, absolutely. And you can say, barring situa-

tions where the home is dangerous for the young mother, that she
has to stay at home with her parents. Now that issue has been
here and visited, and there are some problems

Mrs. Karsigux. Well, unfortunately, we are trying to get practi-
cal in this room, sir, and so be careful how you use parents, be-
cause that is part of the problem. You know, let's not be old-fash-
ioned and think she can go home to mother and dad, and every-
thing is going to be wonderful around the kitchen table, because
part of the problem is no home.

Mr. BIBEAROY. Agreed. But if we are talking about asking State
administratorsand this is why State administration is so impor-
tantbut if we are asking them

Mrs. KENNELLY. Excuse me, and I want to correct the record on
that. Not that there is no home, but there well might not be a
home with two parents, and that mother might be working in the
home. So that is all I am trying to

Mr. Bisssitov. I think we have to send a different signal. For the
young mother, it should no longer be an option to just drop out of
school, to do nothing else. We should mandate that, in order to re-
ceive benefits for herself, she has to finish high school. Now that is
easily said.

Mrs. KENNELLY. But I like
Mr. BISHAROV. And we will dump onto the schools, the high

schools, the problem of engaging her interests and so forth. But we
ought to at least try that one. And I would remind you of our study
which I think quite persuasive. There is something about getting
that high school diploma, sticking it out no matter how bad that
English teacher is, or whatever, and making it through, that gives
someone a certain sense of self-confidence.

And so at a minimum, if you could impose that obligation, this
year, we might see some changes.

Mr. REMECHAUICIL The fraction of the AFDC caseload, which is
under 18 without a high school degree, is very small. This might be
something you want to consider, but you are dealing with the bulk
of the caseload. Most of the AF' C caseload is 18 or over, which
puts them in their majority. We aren't going to take the 22-year
old woman who doom% have a high school degree and has two
kids, and say, "You will love Smithtown High which you dropped
out of 6 yxears ago. You know, everybody will look up to you.

Mrs. _____ tv. I will throw another statistic at you. Ninety per-
cent of those from 17 to 21 on AFDC, women, are illiterate.

Mr. REISCHAUER. I am not saying that we don't have an educa-
tion problem. I ant just saying that the public schoolsthe estab-
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fished public school systemis not going to be the avenue for pro-
viding education for the vast majority of AFDC recipients who
have an educational deficiency.

Mrs. Minima y. Oh, I agree. And in any one of our proposals, we
talk about a high school equivalency.

Mr. RIMICHAUKIL But I raise this simply because the administra-
tion, which has produced a very interesting and positive first step
that could evolve into some new policyyou are smiling. I am
walking on eggs, I know it.

Mrs. Knnizux. It is incremental. It certainly goes along with
being incremental and it goes along with taking 13 years.

Mr. RIIIICHAUIR. The administration plan basically says, when it
comes to education and training the Federal Government won't
provide any additional resources because those are State and local
responsibilities. Certainly they are, and there are other Federal
programs that help with training.

But with respect to educating 22-year-old women who don't have
high school degrees, that has not been a responsibility that State,
local or Federal Governments, have accepted or done very well.
Somebody is going to have to cough up a few new bucks.

Mrs. Kmoimax. Yes. But I would take exception that it hasn't
been done or can't be done well.

Mr. REIBCHUER. It hasn't. It can be.
Mrs. linnizux. Well, with our immigration, still within our

cities we have high school equivalency for non- English .speakirg in-
dividuals that works fine. It has been in our system for 50 years, so
I mean there is a pattern for us to look to.

Mr. Chairman, just one more question.
It might be in your testimony, but I have asked most of the wit-

nesses that we have in the last month or so. In the bill 7 have put
in that is based on the Governor's proposal and the American
Public Welfare Association's proposal, I put a mandatory require-
ment of people with children of 3 and over. The President's propos-
al, and the reason I smile is because there is no money in that a
all. We have had numerous witnesses that we asked is there any
new money for education and training, and there is none.

But, however, and this is something I am fascinated with, they
have in their bill or what will be their proposal 6 months and
older. Now we have what is reall going to be the bill in this com-
mittee, the chairman's mark, or Chairman Ford's mark, and he has
in his the requirement we have now, six years.

I would like, for the record, each of you put down what you think
would be a realistic mandatory age of women with children for re-
quirements for work and education.

Mr. Rmsciuninia. I think 6 is too to and 3 months is too short.
Mrs. lir:immix. Split the difference. [Laughter.]
Mr. REACHAUICR. The whole question to me revolves around what

is the obligation? What are we requiring? If we are requiring full-
time work, I think it is very hard to match that with taking care of
a preschool child. I think taking care of a preschool child is in the
national interest.

However, if we are talking about attending 3 or 4 hours of high
school classes a day and offering some kind of daycare assistance, I
think, a mother with a 6-month-old child could participate. Such
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programs involve a limited amount of time and could be tied into a
certain amount of supportive services to go along.

We don't -.rant young welfare mothers to become isolated when
most of their compatriots either are in school or are out working.
In the long run that leads to lower self-esteem and a feeling of in-
competence. It is important to realize that a high fraction of both
married and single women with adequate educations and skills are
working at

year
least part-time even when their children are younger

than 1 old.
Mr. Basnsitov. I think the vast majority of our group would have

answered someplace between 6 months and 1 year. But I would like
to that you consider a different approach. I think that Sen-
ator iynihan is considering it as well.

Right now it is Federal policy to prohibit States from imp
work obligations or educational obligations on women with chit
dren under 6. The workfare programs we have and the experi-
ments are all under specific waiver authority.

The suggestion I would make to you is just remove the prohibi-
tion and leave it to the States. If Utah wants to apply a 2-year ex-
emption, so be it. If California wants a 6-month exemption, so be it.
I think that the policy of the Federal Government should be that
mothers or heads of household on welfare should work or get edu-
cation and that it should be up to the States to determine how
young the children, or how old the children have to be before that
mandate is applied.

That is another politician's answer.
Mrs. KENNELLY. No, it isn't. Because most of us agree that the

towns and villages an3 municipalities should do it. If they can't do
it, the State does it. If the State doesn't do it, then the Federal Gov-
ernment steps in. And the problem here is we have such a history
in this whole area of certain States doing all sorts of things and
then a large number of States doing nothing. So that once again,
wouidn't we put ourselves back?

The reason we are here is thatwouldn't that allow some States
to do nothing as they have? I mean, in one of our States we have is
18 percent of poverty is what they provide for in welfare benefits.

Mr. Bssmuutov. I know the concern that you are describing and
often arises when it comes to the generosity of benefits and so
forth. But here I think the worst that you would be seeing is that
some State might impose a work obligation on women whose chil-
dren are one week old. Would that be the concern? Maybe there
should be a floor.

Mrs. KKNNILLY. No. That if there weren't Federal guidelines and
tins some States would just do nothing as they are today.
me give you an example. When we were doing in this Com-

mittee child support enforcement legislation, two of us worked very
closely, Carroll Campbell from his State and me from my State. My
State had gone out of its way to do many, many things. Carroll
Campbell's State was doing nothing, and he was horrified by this.

So we sort of came up here to a middle ground because I knew
what could be done and he knew what happened when nothing was
being done. And then the Federal regs came out kind of in the
middle, and that meant everybody had a chance of getting some-
where across these United States.
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No, it is the problem of doing nothing is what worries me. When
you don't have Federal regulations, States that don't want to par-
take in some of these things just don't.

Mr. BismAxov. I don't kno 7 whether that will be addressed in
any of this workfare business that we are talking about because it
will be up to the States to impose these

Mrs. Ksxxau Y. Sir, I hate that word "workfare." If I were sit-
ting here trying to figure out a new workfare program, I wouldn't
be sitting here. I would be somewhere else. I am just trying to
figure out how to get people educated and into the work force.

And workfare, we have done workfare soI mean, you name it.
And if this is going to be workfare, that means if someone isn't pre-
pared for a job in the real world, then we will give them some kind
of community service job. What we are trying to do is work.

And I am not trying to get the minimum wage up or anything
like that. I would like to. But I just want to gi- d them a fair shot of
getting into the work force, and workfare is not what I am here
for.

Maybe you are, I don't know.
Mr. BEBILUOV. I think that the word, and I won't use it again, is

used to cover a multitude of sins.
Mrs. 1(mm:um. You have a perfect right to use any word that

you wantexcuse me. I hate that word, though.
Mr. DONNELLY. I made the mistake of using that word once, too.

[Laughter.]
Mr. DONNELLY. It isn't worth the grief.
Mr. BESHAROV. I think you would get wide support at one year. I

think that the opposition, some of the opposition in the past came
from liberals who were concerned about another word which
maybe I shouldn't use, which was slavefare. That was the word
from the sixties and seventies.

Mr. DONNELLY. You are getting in bigger trouble. [Laughter.]
Mr. BERIAROV. That may or may not be a problem. I sense that

those on the right, not just on our seminar but in general, have
seen the higher work force participation of American mothers, and
while they are not really crazy about super moms, they are in
agreement that women have a role in the workplace and therefore
they do not object to the notion that even mothers with younger
children should be working.

And I mertion that because the right has been an important
component of the opposition to these requirements. I think the
Right is now ready to say, no, these mothers have to be working
early on. And I don't think age 3 is where you lose them. You are
going to lose them someplace between 6 months and 1 year.

So if you are looking for a number, 1 year. But do think about
giving the States some freedom, perhaps, to modify that number
and go down a little lcwer if a State wants.

Mrs. ICriontLY. Thank you, sir. You have just put your finger or
another one of our challenges, and that is, we have got them look-
ing at the regulation. That was doing something. Now we have got
to get them to give some money so we can do it. You know, we are
moving them.

Thank you for excellent your testimony and I will read it.
Mr. Lzver. Thank you very much.
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Let me pick up from where Mrs. Kennelly left off. But before I
do that, I just wanted to comment. I think one of the valuable prin-
ciples adopted by your seminar was not to oversimplify, to recog-
nize the complexity. And I was struck by the comment on page 5 of
Mr. Reischauer's testimony, a statement of the working seminar,
that those who do the following three simple things are unlikely to
stay in poverty: first, complete high school, and I think Mr. Reis-
chauer just commented in some respects that isn't so simple. And I
think that we have to understand that for a lot of people 17 and 18,
saying completing high school means more than just going back
and doing the 12th grade.

And the second point, getting married and staying married.
Whether we like it or not, in our societywith our divorce rate the
way it isto talk about that as one of three simple things I think
misses part of the problem.

In terms of staying employed at a job, I think it is interesting,
Mr. Besharov, that the data that is cited there is from 1970 and
1980. and it would be interesting to see if the rates of poverty for
people with high school educations in 1982, 1983 and 1984those
with a high school education were Um: same as they were in 1970
and 1980. I think Ave would find that there had been some change
there.

But let me go on, because I think the spirit of the seminar is im-
portant and represents a significant step forward that we are
trying to incorporate into law. And we have been touching on this
very point the last half an hour, and there are other panelists to
come, so we should move on. But I just want to say that I think
you recognize in Mrs. Kennelly's questions, Mr. Pease's alsothose
questions have underlined itthat there is a tension between your
points 5 and 6 on pages 10 and 11. I don't think necessarily a con-
tradiction, but a tension.

Point 5 is welfare recipients should be required to take part in
work as a condition of receiving benefits, and point 6, the imple-
mentation of work programs should move forward cautiously and
in graduated steps. And one way I think out of this is what we fi-
nally adopted in the proposal that we introduced last year, Senator
Moynihan on the Senate side and a number of us on the House
side, and are reintroducing, is to leave a lot of flexibility with the
States and combine it with some Federal resources on a matching
basis with some performance standards and some incentives built
into those performance standards, so that we don't see States satis-
fying their own requirements by just putting people through a mill,
having 75 percent of the people learn how to put a resume together
and say that is a meaningful linkage between welfare and work.

So that is one way to resolve the issue, and I, personally, after
we continue to look at that issue, continue to think it is probably
the best way again to combine flexibility with the States with a
mandated requirement, a requirement that they provide opportuni-
ties and that there be some Federal resources and some standards
built into the Federal legislation.

Mr. BESHAROV. I think this is crucial to the success of the en-
deavor, and one of the things that we said in our report was that
the formula for State participation would be very important. That
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just as we need to provide incentives for people on welfare to do
better, we need to provide incentives for the States.

And there is going to be some argument and some debate about
whether it should be 50.

Mr. LsviN. In the bill that Senator Moynihan is reintroducing in
the House it is 50 percent for training, retraining, and education.

Mr. BzsiLtaov. That is right. Although there is a sleeper in the
GROW program that I don't know how widely known it is. Daycare
programs are considered an administrative cost under the GROW
program, so that the child care for any mother tatting part in the
program would be supported at the 50-percent level by the Federal
Government.

Mr. LEviN. That is true, but there is not a cent in there for at , retraining and education program.
Mr. ischauer, any reaction?
Mr. BEECHAM. I would like to just make a statement stimulat-

ed by our opening observation about Doug's three simple points,
which I agree are often not so simplefinishing high school, get-
ting and staying married, and obtaining and keeping a job. Let me
say a word about the last of these, obtaining and keeping a job. We
should be cautious about what we expect from the current thrust of

Jobs are not so easy to come by, even in good times, in certain
parts of this country. In the rural South in the Oil Patc;, in Hous-
ton, and in the Pacific Northwestskilled people with long attach-
ments to the labor force are having a heck of a time finding jobs. It
is difficult to imagine that we could take a welfare mother and pro-
Nide her with enough education and training to have her compete
successfully in those labor markets for the limited number of jobs
that are available.

We also have got to face tl.e fact that nothing this subcommittee
does or the Cow. fts does on welfare reform is going to outlaw a
recession. This Nation will continue to have recessions. When a re-
cession occurs people have a hard time getting jobs everywhere. Do
we wart to have a welfare system that works well when we have
full employment, but full employment only comes along a couple of
years every decade? The answer is no. We have to be very cautious
with respect how much we can expect from work obligation and
work initiatives when the economy that has a 6.7 percent unem-
ployment rate and we are calling it great.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. LEviN. Sure.
Mrs. KENNELLY. It is deeper than that. Because I come from a

State, Connecticut, where we have an incrediblewe are one of the
lowest unemployment rates in the United States of America, and
we still can't even put a hook into our welfare problem. That is one
of the reasons we want to do it now, too. It doesn't matter how
good the economy is, if you don't have skills, you can't get a job.

Hartford, Bridgeport, and New Haventhree of the poorest
cities in the United States of America, though we are booming . So I
don't think recession isthe problem is there, recession or boom.

Mr. LENTIN. I think the key is to begin meaningful linkages be-
tween welfare and work, and to provide the flexibility we need,
along with resources and accountability.
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Well, this is such a critical crux of the issue we could stay on
here a long time. But I think, Mr. Chairman, we better move on.
And thank you very much.

Mr. DONNELLY. Gentlemen, thank you very much. It was inter-
esting testimony and you have made a fine contribution. Thank
you.

Our next witness is Bert Seidman. He is the director of the De-
partment of Occupational Safety, Health, and Social Security for
the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Orga-
nizations. He will be accompanied by Mary Logan, his assistant di-
rector, and Calvin Johnson, legislative representative.

Bert, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF BERT SEIDMAN, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY, HEALTH, AND SOCIAL SECURITY,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUS-
TRIAL ORGANIZATIONS; ACCOMPANIED BY MARY LOGAN, AS-
SISTANT DIRECTOR; AND CALVIN JOHNSON, DEPARTMENT OF
LEGISLATION
Mr. SEIDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a full statement and I respectfully request that it be in-

cluded in the record of the hearing. I will try to summarize my
statement.

But before I do, I would like to say just a word to follow up on
some of the points that were made during the discussion with pre-
vious witnesses. I think that in particular the points that Bob Reis-
chauer made just at the very end of their testimony about the diffi-
culty of people being able to obtain jobs when we have persistent
high unemployment in the national average, and particularly in
some areas.

I want to direct attention to another point, and that is, that we
should never forget that this is a program which is intended pri-
marily to help poor children get a decent start in life. It is not a
program to providefirst and foremost, jobs for adults. It is a pro-
gram to take care of the needs of poor children. And therefore, this
has to be taken into account in any changes which are made in the
program which could have an effect on them.

One if the changes that could have an effect on them is for their
parent, in most cases their mother, to be able to improve our eco-
nomic situation and thereby improve the opportunities of those
children. But it has to be done in a way which doesn't punish those
children in the interim.

We are pleased that the general direction of the developing con-
sensus of support for providing education, training and placement
in decent jobs for recipients who can work outside the home and
establishing adequate payment levels for those unable to take
paying jobs has developed. It is consistent with longstanding AFL-
CIO policy, but we know the confirmed high level of joblessness of
American workers and urge that consideration of means by which
families can achieve financial independence include serious efforts
to increase the minimum wage and to improve the unemployment
insurance program.

A welfare jobs initiative should be designed to offer an entire
range of employment assistance to all welfare recipients seeking
help. It should include four basic elements.
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Each person should have a professional caseworker or counselor
to work with him or her in determining the proper path to inde-
pendence. The counselor must hrve the resources to link the cli-
ents to the proper source of service and should continue nn with
the client until she or he becomes self-sufficient.

As has been said this morning over and over again, education is
crucial. Nearly 60 percent of AFDC family heads have not finished
high school &di of these recipients should be given the opportuni-
ty to earn a high school diploma and take advantage of postsecond-
ary or vocational tr ^ins when appropriate.

For those w!' achieved a basic education, the next step
toward indepet .lust be acquiring marketable skills through
training program- which lead to jobs at decent wages and working
conditions.

The final step is placement in a job which pays a living wage and
provides standard benefits and worker protections.

We oppose efforts to limit job services to only those who are de-
termined to be possible long-term dependents. We are opposed to
singling out only a portion of welfare recipients who are to benefit
from employment and training programs. We recognize the good
intentions of those who suggest such targeting. They are motivated
on the one hand by what seems to be an acceptance that there will
not be enough money to serve the job needs of all welfare recipi-
ents, and on the other hand by a legitimate concern of reaching
those considered the most needy.

Nevertheless, we feel that deliberate exclusion of large numbers
of welfare recipients will produce a distortion of the goals as well
as the outcome of the program. Services to welfare recipients
should be based on their needs and should not be determined by
any arbitrary categories in which they may be placed. Neither the
most job ready mnr the least job ready should be deprived of the
services that they need in order to become self-sufficient.

We feel it is bad public policy for the Federal Government to en-
courage the practice of setting arbitrary age limits or require that
a person remain on welfare for a specific period before they can re-
ceive job assistance. Such actions will do a disservice to all the poor
and will result in turning away people who may have been recent-
ly forced onto welfare because they couldn't find work, as well as
experienced workers for whom the job for which they were trained
disappeared when the industry folded or moved. These are people
who need retraining as badly as new workers need training. What
better way is there to prevent dependency than assisting a person
into employment before she is required to spend, let's say, 2 years
on AFDC.

It is frequently argued that nearly a third of the families on
AFDC go off the rolls in 2 years without the help of a government
program, but many of these people could and should benefit from
an employment and training program. Two, or even one year on
welfare is costly in both financial and human terms.

It is also known that many of those who leave the rolls return
after short periods, indicating the need to help them find more ade-
qua't'e and stable employment. We are concerned over the common-
ly expressed fear that somehow these programs might help some-
one get a job who could have found one without the help of a gov-
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eminent program. There is no way of knowing if she could have
found one without assistance. It is safer to bet on the assumption
that if she had been able to find a job or the daycare necessary to
allow her to leave home to go to work, she would not have had to
go on welfare in the first place.

The Federal Government should provide the leadership and fi-
nancial support necessary to serve the job needs of all the poor.
Local AFDC staff should be encouraged to develop links with edu-
cational institutions, employment services, private employers and
community leaders. Outreach programs are essential to encourage
the least job ready to apply for services. Staff should not be re-
quired to make arbitrary judgments as to who is most needy, but
should instead be encouraged to determine and then serve the
needs of all who apply.

The money saved from placing in jobs those who are more job
ready, helping them remain in a job that pays a living wage or
move to a second one that does, could be used to offset the higher
cost for those who need more concentrated and longer term coun-
seling. Our main concern is that the poor who come forward volun-
tarily to seek help not be turned away and told to stay on welfare
for 2 years before they are able to receive education or employment
assistance or training.

We recommend instead that the States be encouraged to serve all
AFDC recipients who apply for services that can make them in
time self-sufficient.

We also oppose putting workers on jobs that pay no wages; that
is, workfare. The punitive effects of a practice that threatens the
jobs of some workers and provides no wages to others far outweigh
any benefits claimed by its supporters and should be avoided.

A number of State programs, as well as most of the current wel-
fare reform proposals being discussed, allow the States to include
work fare as a part of their employment and training options. The
AFL-CIO opposes the practice of requiring the poor to take jobs
that pay no wages in return for their benefits. Workfare schemes
are frequently punitive and do little to increase the self-esteem or
employability of the participant.

Participants are often denied the status of regular employees get-
ting wages and are not provided standard benefits or full worker
protection.

As the representatives from the Conference of Mayors testified
before this committee, workfare does not save money because of
the costs associated with operating it. Every objective evaluation of
the program that has been conducted has concluded that it costs at
least as much and sometimes much more to administer than it
saves as a result of grant terminations of noncomplying recipients.

Workfare seriously jeopardizes the jobs of regular workers. It is
often attractive for an employer to hire workers to whom no wages
have to be paid, and then let go or replace their regular workers.
Experience with State programs has demonstrated that statutory
language prohibiting displacement is extremely difficult both to
enact and even more difficult to enforce.

The punitive effects of a practice that threatens the jobs of some
workers and provides no wages to others far outweigh any benefits
claimed by its supporters. The fact of the matter is that most wel-
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fare recipients want to work and will readily volunteer for opportu-
nities they feel will lead to a better life for themselves and their
children. They are unlikely to view working for no wages as suchan opportunity.

Mandating workfare and then cutting poor families off welfare
when the parent refuses or is unable to participate leaves children
destitute. This is a gross violation of decent treatment of families.
Mandatory workfare is frequently used not as a way to make
people more employable but only as a means of terminating grants
when recipients are unable to comply. This is a distortion of the
goals of a compassionate welfare system, which should be to restore
people to self-sufficiency, not to force them and their children into
destitution.

A new Federal initiative should allow States and localities to
continue to have the flexibility which many have already used in
developing cooperative working relationships involving the welfare,
employment, education and business communities in order to
expand opportunities to welfare recipients. They should be encour-
aged to tailor programs to meet the specific job needs in their area.

Child care services must be expanded and made affordable for
AFDC recipients, 60 percent of whom have children under the age
of 6. There has been talk in the earlier part of this morning about
requiring mothers with 6-month-old children to go to school or go
to work. Well, that might improve her conditions and her opportu-
nities in the future, but it can't be done. It can't be done unless
there are real decent child care facilities and services available to
those mothers. That kind of a program should not even be consid-
ered until those facilities are available.

Every effort must be made to place people in jobs where health
insurance is provided. But when that is not possible, Medicaid cov-
erage should continue for a reasonable period to ensure that the
employment is stable and the wages sufficient to purchase insur-
ance independently. We have heard over and over and over again
of mothers who are simply unable to take jobs that may be avail-
able because it would mean that they and their children would be
denied continued eligibility for Medicaid which at least provides
them with minimal medical services and they simply cannot afford
and should not be asked to strip themselves, and particularly their
children of medical protection.

Child support enforcement efforts must be expanded and
strengthened.

In summary, Mr Chairman, the AFL-CIO will work with you in
any way that we can toward the enactment of legislation whichwill provide a job and training program and the necessary support
services for those who can become self-sufficient along with, andthis is the most important thing, a Federal minimum benefit level
for those remaining on AFDC.

We have been talking about cutting off the mother's benefit
when the mother is unable and conceivably refuses to participate
in an educational or training or a work program under various pro-

reswhich are under consideration. But cutting off that mother's
nae

is
means reducing the benefit for the entire family, a benefit

which is now far below the poverty level in I think every State inthe Union.
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We have to take those things into corvideration before we add
those kinds of conditions which may have a permanent effect on
those children to the program that we have now.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DONNELLY. Thank you very much.
(Statement of Mr. Seidman follow :1
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STATEMENT OF BERT SEIDMAN, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY, HEALT(tAND SOCIAL SECURITY

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
BEFORE THE SUISCOMIITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Much 13, 1937

Thank you, Mr. Chairman for giving us this opportunity to express our views
on welfare-related work programs. We would like to commend the Chairman for
his vigorous leadership in focusing the national debate on the need to replace the
welfare program with a combination of badly needed support systems.

For over a decade the AFL-CIO has urged reforming or replacing the nation's
welfare system in order to provide 1) education, training and placement in decent
Jobs for those recipients who can work outside the home; 2) assistance to the
working poor who although working full-time are unable to earn enough to keep
their families out of poverty; and 3) adequate payment levels for those who are
unable to take paying lobs.

We are encouraged to see what appears to Iv, a growing consensus for the
enactment of a national program addressing the job and training needs of welfare
recipients as well as efforts to bring payments to a decent level for those who must
rely solely on welfare. We urge that attention also be given at this time to
assisting the working poor - many of whom were cut from the rolls in 1981 - and
the unemployed and dislocated workers who are receiving no assistance from any
source.

Before commenting on work and training programs for welfare recipients, I
think it's useful to point out the broader job picture. There are currently 8 million
unemployed workers - of whom only 33 percent are receiving any unemployment
insurance benefits. (Thome fortunate enough to receive compensation will find that
their payments average less than three-fifths of whets needed to keep a family of
four out of poverty - and in many states will loose their benefits entirely if they
participate in a training program.) Along with the eight million unemployed there
are another million who have given up looking for work and no longer show up in
the official count, and five million who are working part-time only because they
can not find full-time lobs - totaling lb million workers seeking full -time jobs
which pay a living wage.

In addition, there are more than 13 million workers in America who are paid
at or around the minimum wage of $3.33 an hour - far below the $b.60 an hour
necessary for a wage earner to lift a family of three or more out of poverty.
Changes in the traditional America labor market are causing permanent Job
dislocations for up to two million workers each year. Overall, 60 percent. of the
new lobs created since 1979 paid less than $7,000 year. The poverty level for a
two person family Is $7,240 a year, $9,120 for a family of three, and $11,000 for a
family of four.

Consideration of means by which families can achieve financial
independence, therefore, will have to include serious efforts to increase the
minimum wage and address the sorry state of the unemployment insurance system
which provides payments to just a third of the unemployed workers.

Employment Programs

A welfare jobs initiative should be designed to offer an entire range of
employment assistance to all welfare recipients seeking help. Ideally the program
should be expanded and coordinated with other resources available in order to
provide services to all the unemployed, underemployed and displaced workers. The
program should consist of four basic elements: I) reer counseling and
assessment, 2) education, 3) training and skill d relo rent, and 4) job placement.

I) Each person should be seen by a trained counselor - someone who is
trained not only in assessing an individual's skills, but who also has knowledge of
the labor market. There are growing numbers of individuals ( who have had to
resort to welfare) who are experienced workers with a long history of labor market
attachment but whose industry or skill market has disappeared. In order to become
self-sufficient, these people may need retraining lust as a new worker needs
training. In addition to training or re-training, the needs of those to be served
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may include Immediate lob placement, returning to high school, or even placement
in a drug treatment program.

The roll of the career counselor or caseworker in helping the client determine
the proper path to self-sufficiency is critical to the success of the entire welfare-
jobs effort. Currently there are only limited numbers of professional personnel
available to work directly with recipients and they are frequently overworked,
untrained and underpaid. These people must be given the proper training and be
fairly compensated In order to perform this task. They must have the resources
they need to link clients to the proper source of service and not be required to
spend time on federally Imposed bureaucratic paper work.

2) The emphasis on education is crucial. It is encouraging to see
commitments being made in some states to provide not only a high school
education, remedial literacy and English language instruction, but community
college degrees as well. Nearly 60 percent of all welfare recipients have not
finished high school. Many teen-age mothers do not return to school leaving them
likely candidates to become long-term welfare recipients. We feel the need in this
area is of such magnitude as Do require that each recipient be given the opportunity
to earn a high school or equivalency diploma, receive assistance in developing a
career plan and take advantage of post secondary or vocational training where
appropriate.

3) For those who have achieved a basic education, the next step toward
independence has to be acquiring marketable job skills through training programs
which lead to decent jobs. Every effort must be made to avoid the tragic waste of
human potential and scarce resources by putting people through training programs
and then leaving them on their own and without assistance to search for jobs which
frequently don't exist or don't pay enough to get them off welfare. We point to a
number of state programs such as in Illinois and Massachusetts where state
administrators have actively and aggressively identified businesses and non-profit
organizations which will train welfare recipients and guarantee their placement in
decent jobs at the end of the training program. Public welfare departments must
work closely with State Departments of Commerce and Employment Security to
determine the job requirements of the business community and then train welfare
recipients to fill those jobs.

a) As the purpose of all this is to provide the poor with the means to become
self-supporting it goes without saying that the jobs in which they are placed will
have to pay them a living wage and provide standard benefits and worker
protections. To do less will risk the disappointment and failure that has occurred
under earlier programs where the poor were given false hope only to end up on or
return to welfare frequently after suffering periods of destitution. We are not
unmindful of the reality that many entry-level jobs which would be available to
persons on welfare are both unstable and low paying. In addition to a long overdue
increase in the minimum wage, we recommend that those who may end up in this
type of job receive continued job counseling to assist them into a more satisfactory
position.

Targeting

The AFL-CIO is opposed to singling out only a portion of welfare recipients
who are to benefit from employment and training programs. We recognize the
good intentions of those who suggest such targeting. They are motivated, on the
one hand, by what seems to be an acceptance that there will not be enough money
to serve the job needs of all welfare recipients, and on the other hand, by a
legitimate concern of reaching those considered the most needy. Nevertheless, we
feel that deliberate exclusion of large members of welfare recipients will produce
a distortion of the goals as well as the outcome of the program. Services to
welfare recipients should be based on their needs and should not be determined by
any arbitrary categories in which they may be placed. Neither the most lob ready
nor the least job ready should be deprived of the services they need in order to
become self-sufficient.

Although we share the desire to break the cycle of poverty for long-term
welfare recipients, we feel it Is bad public policy for the federal government to
encourage the practice of setting arbitrary age limits or r .,,e that a person
remain on welfare for a specific period before they can nee ive job assistance
Such actions will do a disservice to all the poor and will rem It in turning away
people who may have been recently forced on to welfare because they couldn't find
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work as well as experienced workers for whom the job for Much they were trained
disappeared when the industry folded or moved. These are people who need
retraining as badly as new workers need training. There is a lot of attention being
given to prevention of dependency. What better way A there to prevent
dependency than assisting parson into employment before she Is required to spend
two years on AFDC?

It is frequently argued that needy a third of the families OA AFDC go off the
rolls in two years without the help of a government program. But many of these
people could and should benefit from an employment and training program. Two or
even one year on welfare is costly In both financial and human terms. It is also
known that many of those Mw leave the rolls return after short periods, indicating
the need to help Own find more adequate and stable employment.

We are concerned over the commonly expressed fear that these programs
might help someone get job who could have found one without the help of a
government program. There is no way of knowing If she could have found one
without assistance. It is safer to bet on the assumption that If she had been able to
find a job - or the day care necessary to allow her to leave home to go to work she
would not have had to go on welfare In the first place.

The federal government should provide the leadership and financial support
necessary to serve the job needs of all the poor. Local AFDC staff should be
encouraged to develop labs with educational institutions, employment services,
private employers and community leaders. Outreach programs are essential to
encourage the least job-ready to apply for services. Staff should not be required to
make arbitrary judgements as to who is most needy but should instead be
encouraged to determine and then serve the needs of all who apply. The money
Saved from placing in jobs thou who are more job-ready - helping them remain in a
job that pays a Hying wage or move to a second one that does - could be used to
offset the higher cost for those who need more concentrated and longer term
counseling.

Our milli concern is that the poor who come forward voluntarily to seek help
not be turned away and told to stay on welfare for two years before they are able
to receive employment assistance. We recommend instead that the states be
encouraged to serve all AFDC recipients who apply for services that can make
them in time self - sufficient.

Workfare

A number of state programs, as well as most of the ,urrent welfare reform
proposals being discussed, allow the states to Include workfare as part of their
employment and training options. The AFL-CIO opposes the practice of requiring
the poor to take jobs that pay no wages in return for their benefits. Workfare
schemes are frequently punitive and do little to increase the self-esteem or
employabhty of the participant. Participants are often denied the status of regular
employees, get no wages, and are not provided standard benefits or full worker
protection.

With the cutbacks in funds needed to provide more costly and beneficial
education and training programs, localities frequently turn to workfare because
they believe, mistakenly In our opinion, that it is a less expensive approach. As the
representatives from the Conference of Mayors testified before this committee,
"Workfare does not save money, because of the costs associated with operating it.
Every objective evaluation of the program that has been conducted has concluded
that it costs at least as much and sometimes much more to administer than it
saves as a result of grant terminations of non-complying recipients".

Workfare seriously jeopardizes the jobs of regular workers. It is often
attractive for an employer to hire workers to whom no wages have to be paid and
then let go or not replace their regular workers. Experience with state programs
has demonstrated that statutory language prohibiting displacement is extremely
difficult to enact and even more difficult to enforce. The punitive effects of a
practice that threatens the jobs of some workers and provides no wages to others
far outweigh any benefits claimed by its supporters.

It is known that most welfare recipients wasl$10 Work and will readily
volunteer for opportunities they feel will lead to a better life for themselves and
their children. They are unlikely to view working for no wages as such an
opportunity. Mandating workfare and then cutting poor families off welfare when
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the parent refuses to participate leaves children destitute. This is a gross violation
of decent treatment of families. Mandatory workfare is frequently used not as a
way to make people more employable but only as means of terminating grants
when recipients refuse to comply. This Is distortion of the goals of
compassionate welfare system which should be to restore people to self -sufficency,
not to force them and their children into destitution.

Administration and State Flexibility

A new federal initiative to combine work and welfare must take broad look
at coordinating number of state and federal resources. By forming what appears
to be very good cooperative working relationship developed by the welfare,
employment, education arid business communities, a number of states have been
able to expand their services to welfare recipients but such services have been
limited mainly by the lads of sufficient financial resources. State experience has
demonstrated that different arrangements are appropriate in different states and
in different areas within states since labor market conditions and institutional
capacity vary from plax to place. A new federal initiative should allow states and
localities to continue to have this flexibility while providing the leadership and
resources which will meet the goal of preparing the poor for jobs that pay decent
wages and benefits.

Child Care

The most important element of any lob and training program for welfare
mothers is child care. The availability, quality and affordability of care for the
children of the AFDC mothers - 60 percent of whom have children under 6 - has
been given scant attention either by the Federal government or most of the films.

There are currently 24 marl' children nationwide under the age of 13 who
need care and only 6 million spaces available in licensed centers or homes. The
cost of we is now around $3,000 a year per child for the majority of parent:. The
federal allotment for child care for AFDC recipients is S1,92^ a year.

With day care in such that supply and the cost of most of it beyond the reach
of welfare recipients, it is unrealistic to be creating job and training programs to
make welfare recipients sell-supporting unless equal attention is given to the
availability of decent, affordable day care.

Heath Care

Access to heals irsurance must be an integral part of any welfare-work
program. The cost of nu fical care for one seriously ill child, if free care is not
available, could be enough to force a mother with no insurance back on to welfare
in order to care for her child. Every effort should be made to place participants in
lobs where health insurance is provided. When that is not possible medicaid
Coverage should continue for a reasonable period to insure that the employment is
stable and the wages 'liftmen. to enable the worker to purchase insurance
independently.

Child Support

Divorce is a major factor in forcing children into poverty and thus onto
welfare. One recent study of divorced couples found that a year after the divorce
the woman's income dropped by 73 percent and she was also left with the children
to support. By 1990 23 percent of all children in the country will be living with a
single parent who, in most cases, will be the mother. An estimated two-thirds of
these children will end up on AFDC. Consideration of means by which welfare
families can achieve financial independence therefore, should include examination
of the widespread problem of fathers refusing to contribute to the support of their
children even where they can afford to do so.

Conclusion

in recent years the most dramatic increase in poverty has occurred among
children, particularly those in female-headed househoids. One in four children is
born in poverty today and one in five spends his or her youth in poverty. Whereas
means tested programs and tax policy were able to remove 22 percent of the poor
from poverty in 1979, these preen ms removed only 9 percent from poverty in
19114. The buying power of AFP... benefits has declined by third over the past ten
years and of the 12 million poor children in the nation, five million receive no
assistance at all. This growing Ineffectiveness of welfare programs in fighting
poverty and supporting families must be reversed.

Mr. Chairman, the AFL -CIO stands ready to work with you to enact
legislation *Sikh will I) provide for federal minimum benefit level sufficient to
bring pow families out of poverty; 2) provide effective and fair lob and training
programs for all who need them; 3) mandate AFDC-UP and ease eligibility
requirements In order to assist the working poor and recently unemployed; 4) allow
medicaid coverage to continue for a reasonable period after person previously on
welfare becomes employed; 3) provide day care on sliding fee scale basis; and 6)
strengthen the states' capacity to collect child support from the absent parent.
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Mr. DONNELLY. Let me just ask you one question, Bert. One of
the things that bothers me about the whole debate on welfare and
welfare reform is that we spend 99 percent of our time talking
about the mother and about 1 percent of the time talking about the
father. The reality is there is an enormous amount oC irresponsible
males out there across this country that refuse to accept their re-
sponsibility. And the question that I have to ask you is this one.

In Massachusetts, we recently passed mandatory wage withhold-
ing law, where once the court orders child support payments, we
will then automatically garnish from the fathers wages his finan-
cial responsibility. Where does the AFL-CIO stand on that sort of
approach?

Mr. SEIDMN. We haven't considered that specific approach.
Mr. DoNNxu.Y. I mean a lot of your members, or some of your

members are going to be garnished.
Mr. &mum That may be.
Mr. DONNELLY. And a lot of my constituents are going to be gar-

nished.
Mr. &mums. We are generally opposed to garnishing of wages

because they have such a differential impact and in many cases
can be extremely inequitable.

Mr. DoNNKLLY. But we are talking about court-ordered child sup-
port. It wouldn't happen until after they have gone through the
whole process, stated the facts of the male's personal financial
problems are and when the judge adjudicates the problem and
sayt, well, you have a responsibility for $100 a week for this child.

Mr. Somas/. We think that fathers should have a financial re-
sponsibility for their children, whether the children are on welfare
or, you know, we think that this is something that ought to be done
as a general matter for the population as a whole and not just for
the welfare population.

But let me go on to say that in the first place we do recognize
that parental responsibility extends to fathers and not just to
mothers. And secondly, if there are going to be requirements on
imposed on mothers, the fathers should not be exempt from those
requirements, whatever they may be.

On the other hand, we also have to recognize that some of these
fathers have new families and those children should not be penal-
ized in order to deal with the problems of the children in the other
family. And furthermore, many of the fathers have left their fami-
lies because they were unemployed or because they couldn't pro-
vide any kind of a decent income and are still unable to do so, and
therefore they have no resources

Mr. DONNKLLY. To garnish. I understand that. We are not talking
about people who are still unemployed because they don't have
anything to give. I am talking about the people that just walk
away from their responsibility. You know, people who marry some-
body else even though. And they still have one or two children that
they are responsible for. And if they are not going to fulfill their
responsibility, I think that it is outrageous to ask me to pay for
their responsibility. I think one of the reasons there continues to be
eroding support for AFDC is that people are resentful that fathers
are not picking up their responsibility, and that me and my con-
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stituents, who have no blood relationship to this, are picking up
the tab.

What I am trying to say is that somewhere along down the line
we are going to need to know where the AFL-CIO is going to stand
on Inandatorily garnishing court ordered child support payments.
Because I suspect there might be an amendment offered on that.

Mr. SimmAN. We certainly will take that into consideration. But
I think that both the opportunities and the requirements that are
established for mothers should also be established for fathers.

Mr. DONNELLY. If we are going to put a woman out after 6
months and give her a stick and tell her to pick up paper because
she is getting $300 a month and not getting anything from the
father, I mean, it seems to me to be somewhat discriminatory.

Mr. Sxwiwi. I think those fathers also ought to have the oppor-
tunities for education and training and all the other things that we
are talking about for the mothers, enpecially if we are going to re-
quire them, as we should, to help ir the support their children.

Mr. DONNELLY. Thank you.
Mr. Pease.
Mr. PEASE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman And thank you, Mr. Seid-

man, for your testimony.
I was interested in your opposition to forcing people to work for

their welfare check without being paid. I tend to agree with you
that that is not likely to contribute to their morale. It is forced
labor, if you will, and people can't be expected to be very happy
about doing that.

I guess what you are saying points up to me the importance, if
we can, of having a coordinated program. Theoretically, if you put
people on paying jobs, even public service jobs, then they go off
welfare. You don't make them work, but they go off welfare be-
cause they are earning wages. Now that saves money in the wel-
fare department. The money that is saved in the welfare depart-
ment ought to be able to be transferred to the employment service
department to pay the wages.

So it seems to me that ideally we would be talking about a trans-
fer here where the amount of money being paid out would not be
materially different. Presumably you would pay more in wages
than people are getting on welfare, but the money you save in wel-
fare is used or can be used for wages.

I think the way we are set up now that couldn't be accomplished.
The savings in the welfare department don't get transferred to
cities that want to hire additional people or whatever.

Have you given any thought to how we might deal with that
problem'?

Mr. SEIDMAN. Well, in the first place we would strongly advocate
that there should be a minimum Federal standard with respect to
the level of benefits, and the benefits ought to be brought up to a
decent level at least by stages and as quickly as possible to the pov-
erty level. They are far below that level now.

We certainly favor that adequPtd resources be made available for
the job service. We are opposed to the proposals which are being
made to turn the financing of the job service over to the States, or
the administration of the job service over to the States. We think
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that is going to result in a lower level of service than we are get-
ting now rather than improved services.

So we would be in favor of more resources for the job service so
that more people can get jobs. We would also be in favor of employ-
ers being required to list their openings with the job service so that
everybody would know, without paying any fees or anything of that
kind, what jobs are available.

Mr. PrAss. I think all of us, certainly, in this committee, would
agree with you that the present standards for payment to AFDC
recipients are not high enough and that there probably ought to be
a national standard. It ought to be substantially increased. That
would be a fairly expensive proposition. I suspect it would cost
some billions of dollars, and yet that doesn't qualify for what my
constituents have in mind when they think of welfare reform. They
don't think of paying more money. They think of making the
system more efficient.

The reason that we are not talking a great deal about raising na-
tional standards at this point is budget deficits, and you have sug-
gested a number of things which would surely improve the system
and surely improve the lives of people within that system. But they
also just as surely would increase the Federal outlays substantially.

We are not only the committee that deals with welfare, we are
the committee that raises revenue for the Federal Government,
and I am just wondering if AFL-CIO institutionally has taken a po-
sition at all on what to do about our large national deficit. Do we
take the position we can't increase the deficits by adopting welfare
reform or national standards, or do we say we have got to do that
and to hell with the deficits, or do we say we have to make these
improvements and we are willing to pay for them in this way,
through taxes?

Mr. thansuar. The AFL-CIO does have a program on the budget,
and I would be glad to make that available. But it does include in
it proposals for additional revenue. We are in favor, for example, of
the proposal which has been made by the Speaker. Made by the
Speaker in the early days of the Congress on ways of improving
revenue.

We are also opposed to slavish adherence to the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings targets. We think that is a suicidal approach and
self-defeating. So that the answer to your question is yes, we are in
favor of various ways of increasing revenue in order to deal with
the budget problem.

With respect to the question of improving welfare benefits, we
don't think that improvement in welfare benefits should be condi-
tional upon success in getting people off the welfare rolls. But on
the other hand, we think that everything possible shwild be done
to make it possible for people to get off the welfare rolls, anti if we
can then reduce the number of people who have to depend on wel-
fare, it will make it easier to provide for a decent level of welfare
payments.

Mr. PRASE. All right. Thank you very much.
Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Pease.
Mr. Seidman, I hear you. Excellent testimony.

599



595

First, I would like to just set the record straight for a minute.
First, the AFL-CIO record. I didn't hear you say that you believed
that individuals with new families don't have responsibility for
children the children of old families. I didn't hear that, did I?

Mr. SZIDMAN. No, I did not say that. I just said that you can't
forget about the fact that they do have the responsibility, perhaps,
or should have the responsibility for both families to the extent
that they can manage that responsibility.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you, sir.
And I want to set the record straight on the bill I have intro-

duced. There is no thought in my mind that I would have a bill in
that would mandate women to go to work with children if there
wasn't available quality daycare, and I want you to be very aware
of that, too, sir.

Mr. SammaN. I am very glad to hear that.
Mrs. KINNELLY. Mrs. Logan, you have had incredible experience

along these lines. Could you, since you are here, and we are so de-
lighted you are herecould you just share with us the practical
basis of what we have to do to get somebody to work?

I know Mr. Seidman doesn't want us to target people, but I am
going to target people. It is part of my concern. I am going to
target a woman who is 14, 15, 16, 17, with a child, who doesn't have
a high school diploma and who doesn't have many good work
habits, let alone habits, because she is a child. What do I have to do
to get her to work?

Not workfare. And I don't want to buy her a condominium and
give her a high-paying job. I want her to be able to get up in the
morning and go to work.

Ms. LOGAN. You have to have child care for her. You have to
make sure that there is a person that is working with your 18-year-
old, somebody who doesn't exist out there now. It has been many
years since we have had professional case workers working with
clients. I mean, these people see an intake worker when they come
in and that is it. They are never talked to ag . And I don't feel
there has been quite enough discussion g how we suddenly
create these people to fulfill the State's side of the social contract.
That is very crucial.

Then you have to have the education available. You have to have
all of the things that we have described here and that others have
described in terms of services and resources out there for the
person, and the key is this caseworkera counselor working with
her.

I don't know what experience you referred to, but some years ago
I was an AFDC case worker in Detroit.

Mrs. KENNELLY. That is the experience I was referring to.
Ms. Loot. Was it? Resulting from new Federal legislation, an

employment assistance program moved into the public housing
projects where we had our offices in order to get jobs for our
people.

Well, the first person I sent over was a woman who had raised
two children. She had never worked. She had gone to the fifth
grade. Her two children were 12 and 13 and had taught her how to
read and write. She had done a marvelous job, raising those chil-
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dren and felt she could safely leave them so she could go to work.
So I sent her down the hall for employment assistance.

She came back in tears, because the people there told her they
could only help the hard core, and this woman appeared too well
educated. She could write too well and she could read too well.

Well, that was it for her. I mean, to be told that she didn't fit
their idea of the hard core. Aad that happened over and over and
over. They just kept sending these people back.

Well, you know, people that go into a welfare or a JTPA office to
get a job, it is not the first place they go. It is the last place. I
mean, they have already been on the streets. They already, if they
know how to read have read the want ads.

My concern is that we set up a system here that is going tc tell
people, sorry, pal, you just go back and sit on welfare for another 2
years before we have decided that you are hard core enough to
really need help tolgtwokff.

Mrs. KENNELLy. you.
Mr. Seidman, you an your testimony by being concerned

about the children, and the way you proceed, some of the things we
are doing we are forgetting about them and we are just trying to
get people to work. I would just like to comment to you that part of
the problem we have is some of these people, it is the only role
model the child has. Now you just gave a wonderful example, the
child taught the motherbut that :3 unusualhow to read and
write. Often these children, the only role model they have in the
world is their mother, and if she doesn't go to workand we have
generational concerns about welfare. Generation after generation
after generation, because somebody working in the group has never
been present. I mean, this is part of our feeling that this role of a
parent going to work is very good for a child.

Mr. SZIDMAN. I agree with you 100 percent. And I didn't mean to
imply, as a matter of fact, I stated that one of the ways that we
can, and the most important way that we can improve the condi-
tion of these children is for their mothers to obtain decent jobs and
provided that there is for them the necessary child care while their
mother is working.

But the point that I wanted to make was that in trying to con-
vert their mother under very, very difficult circumstances to be
such a role model, we should not build in features which will have
a p' .ative effect on the children. And one example I gave, I know
it is a difficult one, is that if you have a requirement that the
mother participate in a training program or in a job search l o-
gram or in a job, and that if she doesn't the welfare check which is
already very, very inadequate is going to be reduced still more, this
isn't going to have an effect only on the mother. It is going to have
an effect on the children as well, and we have to take account of
that.

Mrs. KENNELLY. You said earlier, and my problem is trying to
figure out if we say it is mandatory just education or education and
work. With your vast experience, I am going to ask you to help me
on this one. I am running into a whole other situation. You said
decent job, and, you know, what you want and what we should
have in the United States America and what the principles of the
AFL-CIO are I agree with 100 percent.
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But I don't think we are going to get to that goal in welfare
reform. Now you are saying to me be very careful what you do. But
I am saying to youwell, I will ask you this: Do yot. think if we
met do a perfect job or we can't begin at least because we are se-
verely limited in our fundingwe are fighting to the death for
startup funds for some of these thingsshould we not do it?

Mr. SEIDMAN. No, I am not saying that we shouldn't do it but I
am saying that we shouldn't ask people to go out to jobs where
they are not paid at least the minimum wage. And if tnere is any
question of other people being involved that they are paid what-
ever the prevailing wage is. That there shouldn't be two levels of
wages for the we are recipients, as opposed to other workers, and
we shouldn't expect people to go out to jobs where there is no
workers compensation. That we shouldn't expect people to give up
their health care protection in order to accept jobs.

These are the kinds of things that I think we have to build into
the program.

Mrs. KENNELLy. And that is, I think, where I get into this prob-
lem with the AFL-CIO has certain things they want and, of course,
Don and I want, to speak for the two of us. However, let's not try
to get things in this reform that many, many women in this coun-
try don't have. And granted, I am very much in sympathy with the
gentleman, the witness before, who says don't expect women on
welfare to try to do something that regular women can't do.

However, we know the vast number working who are not on wel-
fare and are working part-time, though good numbers are working
full-time, but are working part-time at jobs that do not have a lot
of things that you are describing, bit they do have them in a
pinch.

Mr. SEIDMAN. That is right. We have far too many people in this
country who do not have coverage for health care. This is the only
country in the world where people can work and not have coverage
for health care, the only industrialized country in the world.

But at the same time, we cannot expect mothers who do have
Medicaid protectionwe are talking about protection for their chil-
dren, not just for themselves, who have Medicaid protection to take
jobs which provide them no health care coverage whatsoever.

Mrs. KENNELLY. In the proposal that I dropped in
Mr. SEIDMAN. I am not suggesting you are doing this. I am

saying that there are some people who would.
Mrs. ICENNELLY. But in the proposal I dropped in we give 1 year

coverage by Medicaid when back in the work force. Do you think
that is adequate?

Mr. SEIDMAN. It is not adequate, but it would certainly be better
than no., having any Medicaid coverage at all when they take jobs.

Mrs. KENNEL .Y. The other day we had a representative of labor
here that seriously, you knowSenator Kennedy cannot get a uni-
versal health system in this country, and so I do not think we are
going to do it in this committee this year.

But we had a labor representative here that seriously presented
a charge for us in welfare reform that you have not been able in
your whole wonderful career have come about. So I just think we
got a problem there that we do not want to expect too much.
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Now, I do not want to wait as other witnesses said for 13 years
either, you know, with incremental advances. So I think I am an-
swering try own question. You said you would work with us.

Mr. Sxmlitnri. We are talking at the moment about health care
protection, and we think that the health care protection has to be
extended. But let me also say that there seems to be every indica-
tion that serious consideration may be given for the first time in
many years in this Congress to legislative proposals which will
come from vary responsible sources that employers should be re-
quired to assure minimal health care protection to their employees.

We hope that that kind of legislation will be given very serious
considerat 1, and our executive council which met last month
unanimousay adopted a statement which called for such legislation,
and if we do have such legislation, that will help in the problem
that we are talking about as it relates to mothers who are now on
welfare and who could be in jobs.

Mrs. lizzaqiux. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Plum Thank you. We appreciate it.
Our final panel for this morning will be Paula MacIlwaine, com-

missioner, Montgomery County, OH, and Chair of the National As-
sociation of Counties Work and Welfare Reform Task Force; and
Peter Breen, director, Marin County Welfare Departmentthat is
in Californiaand member of the WA National Council of Local
Public Welfare Administrators.

I welcome you both, and, Ms. MacIlwaine, you may begin.

STATEMENT OF PAULA J. MacILWAINE, COMMISSIONER, MONT-
GOMERY COUNTY, OH, AND CHAIR, WORK AND WELFARE
REFORM TASK FORCE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
Ms. Mackwann. Thank you very much.
Members of the subcommittee, I am Paula MacIlwaine, a county

commissioner from Dayton, OH, and, as Mr. Pease said, I chair the
NACo's Welfare Reform Task Force.

We are very interested in this whole issue because, of course,
counties p12,13, a significant role in delivering human services. In
our State, counties are the main deliverer of welfare, and in my
county of 571,000 people we have 70,000 clients on the welfare
system currently, and we make it a habit of meeting with our cli-
ents on a regular basis to see just what they think about welfare
reform, which is a very interesting discussion.

Almost every county in the country provides local tax dollars for
welfare Id some portion of other kinds of social services and em-
ploymen, ? . This year welfare reform is one of NACo's top
priorities, anYvenshave a Work and Welfare Task Force, which will
be meeting for the third time tomorrow afternoon as the county of-
ficials from across the country are meeting for NACo's annual leg-
islative conference.

Since December, we have been meeting with congressional Rep-
resentatives and staff, State and local government interest groups
and advocacy organizations. We are meeting this Saturday with a
focus group of clients from the Washington area to talk about the
whole iss- a. Our task force has not completed its work but there
are several things that we have ironed out as part of our position.
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First of all, we realize and believe than our clients want a pay-
check rather than a welfare check. As a long-term goal, we support
replacing AFDC, food stamps and other income security programs
with a single benefit program. And one of our clients told us that
one of the most difficult things in the system now is that they get a
check and coupons at the beginning of the month and the grocery
stores all raise their prices on the food, and then by the end of the
month they have nothir.g.left either from their cash or their bene-
fits, and they are suggestmg perhaps we ought t/J give them their
benefits more often thin once a month.

Since poverty is a national problem, we pre-Ase that the Federal
Government fund the minimum benefit level with incentives to
States to supplement the minimum. Another idea we are talking
about is, as an interim step, we also continue to support strength-
ening and simplifying the earned income disregards as one of a va-
riety of ways to increase work incentives. We are really interested
in positive incentives, and we that there must be a stronger
work requirement for adult AFDC

epee
clients. We are looking at re-

quiring AFDC clients with children 6 months or older to either
work. pursue a high school education or a degree and training if
day care and medical care are available. Many of our members
have stated across the country infant care is the most difficult to
provide in a community and is a much higher cost, and so we are
looking at the problems related to that.

Our task force also emphasizes the critical need for stronger en-
forcement of child support. Both parents should be responsible for
their children. I know in our particular county and our State we
are only collecting on 6 percent of the AFDC clients for child sup-
port, and so we feel that a lot of work has to be done in that whole
area

As with other national organizations, we are looking at the Wis-
consin child support program. We are very intrigued with their
automatic wage withholding as a percentage of the obligors'
income. Our clients and also women who are not on AFDC tell us
that when the noncustodial parents' income increases they have to
keep going back to court, hiring attorneys and getting money, and
it is very expensive and very hard to do.

Mandating the AFDC unemployed parent program in all 50
States hasn't been discussed by our task force, but we are going to
look at that. We think that an income support system must work
to keep families together, and one of the components of our task
force proposal is that we keep families together and that the whole
su rt system should be based on families.

" e support increased Federal support for child care. We know
that there are two main barriers for many of our clients to get off
the AFDC rolls, that being the lack of child care and the lack of
health care coverage. One of our members suggested that we be al-
lowed the flexibility to use Medicaid payments to purchase medical
insurance for newly employed clients' dependents when the em-
ployer doesn't provide it.

We are examining a provision allowing localities to require wel-
fare recipients to enroll in a selection of managed health care
plane without going through the Federal waiver process. None of
the reforms, however, that I have suggested will ensure self suffi-
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den unless our clients are educated and trained for the work
f We favor requiring teen parents, both the father and mother,

a high school education or a GED.
JOursbaining and placement services are other essential compo-

nents to the welfare-to-work system, and local officials and private
industry councils under JTPA recognize that there are short and
long-term recipients with differing needs for support. Because we
are the level of government closest to our clients, we feel we can
best determine the proper mix of services; target groups, service
providers and the local labor market.

Federal proposals I think have to recognize that many States and
counties are already initiating innovative reform programs of their
own, and we think that it is very important that we link welfare
and employment and training services and not set up another du-
plicative training service.

While we haven't developed a final position, our task force has
reached a consensus that there must be a system of case manage-
ment and a client agency contract. This should allow workers to
work more with clients instead of being the paper pushers that
they currently are because of complication of the system. There
must be a partnership between the county and the client which has
realistic expectations on both sides.

Finally, I have closely followed the current reform debate and
note that almost everyone agrees with the concepts of reform in-
cluding education, increased support services, job training, stronger
work requirements, and cash assistance benefits with positive work
incentives. While it is time to refine those concepts, we also need to
talk seriously about the cost of reform and the financial responsi-
bilities to be taken by the Federal, State and local governments.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify, and we will keep you in-
formed as our task force finishes its work and, hopefully, work
with you. We hope that this is the year for welfare reform. We are
hoping that our association along with the Governors' Association
will adopt the saying, "Say yea t^ welfare reform."

Mr. PRAM. Thank you very much, Ms. MacIlwaine.
[Statement of Ms. Macllwaine follows:)
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STATEMENT OF PAULA J. MACILWAINE, COMMISSIONER,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO, AND CHAIR, NACo WORK
AND WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE

MR. =ADMAN, MEMBERS OF THA suscomams, IAN PAULA MACILWAINE,
COMMISSION= IN norraGagay COUNTY (DAYTON), OSLO AND CHAIR OF
=CO'S NO= AND =LTA= imam TA= FOWL THANE YOU FOR THE
OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK WITH YOU ABOUT =WARR =FORK.

COMMIS PLAY A SIGNIFICANT MLR IN DELIVERING HUMAN SERVICES.
COUNTIES IN 13 NUM PAY FOR A PORTION OF THE BENEFITS OR
AMINISTPATIV2 COSTS OF THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILDREN (AFDC) PROGRAM. IN MY HO= STATE OF 0110, THE 88
COUNTIES PAY FOR ABOUT 4 PERCENT OF THE AFDC BKNIFITS AND
ADMINISTRATIV2 COSTS. LIES TAI MAJORITY OF STATES, moss
COUNT= WARM A MINEXPALMILINF PROGRAM, WKS= IN TEl CA= OF
KY warm WE PAY AS PEW= OF THE =MITS. IN ADDITION TO
DIRECT INVOLVE:KR= IN NEARS -TINTED ANTITIMANNTS, ALMOST EVERY
COUNTY IN TEN COUNTRY PROVIDES LOCAL TAX DOLLARS TO SO= PORTION
OF TIM ASSORTMENT OF =WARE, SOCIAL =VICES AND EMPLOYIUDIT
MGM,.
BECAUSE OF OUR PARTICIPATION, WI AIM WRY AMA= OF THE PATCHWORK
OF UNCOORDINATED PROGRAMS AND TER BURIMMICIM PAP=WORE FOR BOTH
OUR COUNTY WORKERS AND THE CLIENTS. NACO MS LONG CALLED FOR
TAKING INTERIM STEWS TO REFORM TEN CURRRNT SYSTEM NUN THI
=DMZ GOAL OF COKPLITRLY =PLACING IT WITH A COAPRZNENSIVE
SYSTEM. THE NOW SYSTEM WOULD PROVIDE EXPLOINENT OPPORTUNITIES AT
ADEQUATE WAGES FOR THOS! PEOPLE WHO ARE ARIA W WORK, IND A
SIMPLIFIED INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR OUR COUNTY RESIDENTS WHO
ARE UNABLE TO WORK.

NACO HAS PARTICIPATED IN WELFARE REFORM DEBATES FOR A LONG TINE.
WE REVISED AND =PAID= PROPOSAL) IN 1976 AND 1981. THIS YEAR,
IT IS AGAIN ONE OF NACO'S TOP PRIORITIES. WA CURRENTLY HAVE A
WORK AND WELFARE MORN TASK FORCE WHICH WILL 22 MEETING FOR THE
THIRD TT= TOMORROW AFTERNOON. =ILI MANY OF THE RIONDIENDATIONS
WA MAIM 10 YEARS AGO ARE WILL APPROPRIATE, TIM TASK FOR= IS
=SOAPING TM= TO FIT TODAY'S POLITICAL AND FISCAL REALITIES AND
RECENT DRAMATIC CHANGES =WORK FOR= DOMOGPAPRICS.

SINCE DEMMER, TEN NACO TASK FOR= MAI ERA= FROM CONGRESSIONAL
STAFF, STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT INTINEST GROUPS AND ADVOCACY
ORGANISATIONS. W2 NA= SPENT LONG PRODUCTIVE DAYS IN WHICH
COURT =ACT= OFFICIALS, RONAN SERVICES DIRICTORS, ENPLOYMIDIT
AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATEMS AND OTTERS SAT DOWN, SPOOR FRANKLY
AND =SAN IRONING OUT A NACO POSITION. =ILI WI RAVE NOT
COMET= OUR RICOMMENDATIONS, I WANT TO MIGHLIGHTTHR
DISCUSSIONS TEE TA= FORCE HAS HAD ON INCOME MAINTENANCE, SUPPORT
SORVICAS AND EDUCATION AND TRAINING.

FIRST, OUR TASK FOR= =COGNIZES THAT PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CLIENTS
WAWA PAYCKAICK RATNER THAN A WAWA= CMS. DURING OUR

I HAVE A100 HEARD TRI =MAIMS STRESS THAT REFORM MUST
ME FOR THE CHILDR=8 TO Rh= MILLIONS OF THEN IN POVERTY IS
SIMPLY UNACCAPTABLI.

MOM! MAINTENANCE, PARTICULARLY AFDC, HAS RECEIVED A GREAT DEAL
OF DUCUSSION IN OUR TASK FORCE. WI RAVE A WOG-STANDING POLICY
SUPPORTING AN APPROACH SIMILAR TO THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE
ASSOCIATION'S "FAMILY LIVING STANDARD. AS A LONG -TIM GOAL, WE
SUPPORT REPLACING ADC, FOOD STAMPS AND OTHER INCOME SECURITY
PROGRAMS WI= A SIN= BENEFIT PAYMENT. THIS =MIT WOULD HAVE
A UNIFORM STANDARD OF ELIGIBILITY, WITH 113117ITS ADJUST= FOR
REOPAUWL DIFFEFSMCSS IN TER COST OF LIVING. SINCE POVERTY IS A
NATIONAL PROBLZA, MB RAVE PROPOSED TEAT =X MORAL GOVERNMENT
F"LLY FUND MA MINIMUM unnT =VOL WITS INOINTIVIN TO STATES TO
INIPPLEKENT TAR =mum. WINGVER, IF AFDC AND OTTER PROGRAMS ARE
REPLACED, TEX NSW STANDARD =ST 22 REGULARLY INDEXED FOR
INFLATION AND SWUM ALSO RECOGNIZE TER TAXING AND FISCAL
CAPACITIES OF DIFFERENT ETAT= AND COUNTIES.
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AS AN INTERIM STEP, WE ALSO CONTINUE TO SUPPORT STRENGTHENING AND
SIMPLIFYING THE EARNED INCOME DISREGARDS AS ONE OF A VARIETY OF
WAYS TO INCREASE WORK INCENTIVES. WHILE THE NACO TASK FORCE HAS
NOT DISCUSSED TOE SPECIFICS, INCREASING DEDUCTIONS FOR WORK
EXPENSES, =ILO CARE AND EXCLUDING INCOME FROM TEE EARNED INCOME
TAX CREDIT (IITC) ARE STEPS TOWARD INCREASING POSITIVE WORK
INCENTIVES.

IN ADDITION TO POSITIVE INCEPrIVES, NE NAVE AGREED THAT THERE
MUST BE A STRONGER WORK REQUIEGOOM FOR ADULT AFDC CLIENTS. IN
PARTICULAR, WE ARE COMOIDERING REQUIRING AFDC CLIENTS WITH
CHILDREN SIX MONIES OR OLDER TO EITHER WORE, PURSUE A RIGS SCHOOL
DEGREE OR ENROLL IN TRAINING, IF DAY CARE AND MEDICAL CARE ARE
AVAILABLE. HOWEVER, SOME OF OUR MEMBERS ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE
HIGHER COSTS OF INFANT CARE, ESPECIALLY WHEN MOST COMMUNITIES
ALREADY NAVE A SHORTAGE OF DAY CARE SLOTS. WE ALSO WANT TO
ENSURE TEAT WORE REGITIMENENTS CONTRIBUTE TO FAMILY STABILITY.

OUR TASK FORCE ALSO EMPHASIZES TEE CRITICAL NESS FOR STRONGER
ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT. SOT! PARENTS =OULU BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR THEIR CHILDREN. MOST STATES AND COUNTIES DO NEED TO INCREASE
THEIR COLLECTIONS. BUT, WE ALSO RECOGNIZE TEAT CHILD SUPPORT
CANNOT BE VIEWED IN ISOLATION. MANY OF TEE ABSENT PARENTS ARE
TEENAGERS WIT! LITTLE EDUCATION OR JOB SHILLS TEAT GIVE TEEM AN
INCOME ALLOWING TEEM TO SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN. FOR EXAMPLE, IN
19SS LESS TEAM ONE PERCENT OF AFDC FAMILIES WERE REMOVED FROM THE
ROLLS DOE TO CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS.

AS RITE OTHER NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, WE ARE FOLLOWING THE
WISCONSIN CHILD SUPPORT PROGRAM. WE ARE INTRIGUED WITH THEIR
PROGRAM OF AUTOMATIC WAGE WITEMOLDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE
OBLIGOR'S INCOME. BUT, WE =COMER TEE ADMINISTRATIVE
COMP":XITIES OF TRACKING OBLIGORS, EMPLOYERS, COLLECTIONS AND
DISTRIBUTIONS =ROUGE SUCK A SYSTEM AND WILL CONTINUE TO CLOSELY
FOLLOW THE WISCONSIN APPROACH.

MANDATING TIE APOC-UNENPLOYEO PARENT PROGRAM OW ALL SO STATES HAS
NOT YET BEEN DISCUSSED IN OUR TASK FORCE, AND HAS BEEN NOTED BY
STAPP AS AN ISSUE WE MUST TACKLE. AN INCOME SUPPORT SYSTEM MUST
WORK TO BEEP FAMILIES TOWNER, AND THE AFDC-UP PROGRAM IS ONE
WAY OF DOING JUST TEAT.

WHILE WE MIME TEAT AXLE- BODIED RECIPIENTS SHOULD BE REQUIRED
TO ENROLL IN WORK EDUCATION OR TRAINING, WE ALSO RECOGNIZE THE
IMPORTANCE OP SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.

WE SUPPORT INCREASED FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR CHILD CARE. THE CARE
MIT BE AVAILABLE MINIM A REASONABLE DISTANCE FROM HOME OR WORK
AND SHOULD 32 CONTINUED ON A SLIDING FEE SCALE FOR CHILDREN OF
PAR ITS WHO LEAVE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE. THE TASK FORCE IS ALSO IS
DISCUSSING WAYS OF INCREASING FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO EMPLOYERS
TO PROVIDE CHILD CAME FOR TEE= EMPLOYEES.

HEAL= CARE COVERAGE IS ALSO A MAJOR CONCERN. TEE TASK FORCE IM/
CONSIDERING CONTINUING MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY FOR AN ADDITIONAL 2

MONTHS FOR WELFARE CLIENTS WHO LOSE AFDC BECAUSE OF EARNINGS
A JOB. WE ALSO FAVOR ALLOWING STATES AND LOCALITIES TEE
FLEXIBILITY TO USE MEDICAID PAYMENTS TO PURCEASE MEDICAL
INSURANCE FOR A NEWLY MIA= CLIENT'S DEPErliurni WHEN
EMPLOYER DOES NOT PROVIDE IT. WE ARE EXAMINING A PROVISION
ALLOWING LOCALITIES TO REQUIRE WELFARE RECIPIENTS TO,ENROLL IN A
SELECTION OF MANAGED HEALTH CARE PLANS WITHOUT GOINXIIMIXAGH THE
FEDERAL WAIVER PROCESS.

NONE OF TEE REFORMS I HAVE DISCUSSED WILL ENSURE SELF-SUFFICIENCY
UNLESS OUR CLIENTS ARE EDUCATED AND TRAINED FOR THE WORKFORCE.
OUR TASK FORCE FAVORS REQUIRING TEEN PARENTS, BOTH THE FATHER AND
MOTHER, TO PURSUE A HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION OR GED. IN SOME CASES,
EDUCATION MAY NEED TO BE PROVIDED OUTSID$/THE REGULAR SCHOOL
SETTING. MEDICAL CARE, CHILD CARE AND OTHIR SUPPORT SERVICES
MUST BE AVAILABLE FOR THESE TEEN P
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Mr. PEASE. Mr. Breen?

STATEMENT OF PETER A. BREEN, DIRECTOR, WELFARE DEPART-
MENT, MARIN COUNTY, CALIF., AND PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION, ALSO ON BEHALF OF THE NA-
TIONAL COUNCIL OF LOCAL PUBLIC WELFARE ADMINISTRA-
TORS

Mr. BREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Good morning. My name
is Peter Breen. I am the president of the American Public Welfare
Association, which is a 56-year-old, nonprofit bipartisan association
representing State and local human services administrators and
6,000 individual members, many who work with our local welfare
systems. I am also a local county welfare director in Marin County,
Calif., and I am here specifically today to represent my colleagues
among the Nation's local directors.

On behalf of these colleagues I would like to that* you, Mr.
Chairman, and the committee, for this series of hearings. And par-
entheticallyI guess not parentheticallyI would Me to thank
Representative Kennelly for the introduction of the Family Invest-
ment Act. I think that it is a significant piece of legislation toward
the progress which we are all trying to obtain.

At the local level we really know the situation faced by far too
many children and families living in poverty in the United States.
We know firsthand the shortcomings and the strengths of our
present system since we have run it at the local level.

Last year APWA conducted a survey of the local public welfare
directors to assist us in our study of the ways to reduce poverty
among children and their families in the United States. They said
that society's responsibilities to the poor are twofold: First, to pro-
mote self-sufficiency for the poor through jobs and education; and,
secondly, to provide humane services to those who need help or
those who are in temporary need.

When we asked what they considered to be the most significant
barriers to improving their agencies' effectiveness, our local direc-
tors cited several, including the lack of resources and the shortage
of staff to meet the client needs; insufficient resources for broad-
scale welfare-to-work programs; inconsistent regulations across the
major benefit programs, particularly the Ar'DC and the food stamp
program; and the ever popular welfare myths and the negative
interplay between these perceptions and the uphill battle to get the
resources for the poverty programs to help those which desperately
need the help.

When we asked in the survey whether the current array of pro-
grams is adequate, the majority of my colleagues said no, and by a
very wide margin. They recommended undertaking a national
family policy and basing benefits on need and not on family compo-
sition.

The last recommendation, of course, refers to the need for two-
parent coverage, a need that has been of specific concern to Mr.
Ford for several years now. Fortunately, in my State we do have
two-parent coverage, and I might add it is a significant benefit to
those we are trying to serve.
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When we asked our directors to name the most critical issues
which must be addressed if poverty is to be reduced, my colleagues
cited meaningful job training, education, a family focus, adequate
benefits, adequate shelter, and a reduction in the number of teen
pregnancies.

A majority of these concerns are reflected in the comprehensive
welfare proposals made the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion last year and adopted

by
and unanimously approved by our Na-

tional Council of State Human Service Administrators and the
Local Council of Welfare Administrators in September. These rec-
ommendations are contained in H.R. 1255, the Family Investment
Act.

I would like to focus today very briefly on two of these proposals:
the client-agency contract and case management.

The contract first commits the clients to a range of self-help ef-
forts, and secondly, it commits the States and local agencies to sup-
port these efforts by providing the necessary services. In effect., it is
a discharge plan that starts at the beginning, and it is aimed at
eventual self-sufficiency and independence from the system.

Our experience as public welfare administrators has taught us
that the majority of human service clients want to accept and ful-
fill their obligations both as citizens and as parents. Under the
APWA proposal and H.R. 1255, assessing a family's resources and
needs is the first step that is taken when the family enters the

For example, what kind of daycare arrangements are avail-
TiterWhat are the family needs? Could one or both parents benefit
from parent education courses? Is there a problem involving drugs
or alcohol, or some other problem calling for specific treatments? Is
the family health care adequate? Are housing needs met? All of
the needs that relate to both self-sufficiency and the family's
strengths and stability would be taken into account.

Another key component to our proposal is the requirement that
we in the human services agencies establish a cane management
system. These services would help as families assess their needs
and resources and as the contract is implemented and monitored.
A case management system is goal directed, the goal being family
self-sufficiency.

Such a system assures coordination of what is now a very frag-
mented and a very bewildering array of programs, both to the cli-
ents and to those who have to administer them. Case management
services include four major functions. Very briefly.

One, to assess with the client those factors which influence his
employability.

Two, to develop an action plan based on the assessment of specif-
ic concrete agency and client activities leading toward self-suffi-
ciency. The plan will have well-defined time lines and benchmarks;
for example, completion of a GED program in 12 months, to secure
court-ordered child support within 6 months or to complete a job
readiness training program within 3 months.

Three, to arrange the program/services/resources necessary to
carry out the plan through direct service delivery or purchase of
outside necessary resources or referral within or outside the public
welfare agency.
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While the case manager may directly broker these services, pref-
erence is given to assisting the client to obtain the appropriate edu-
cation, job training and other family support services. The goal is
that the client take control of his life rather than having the
agency do for him or do to him.

Four, to monitor the implementation of the contract and
progress toward self-sufficiency. The monitoring, I might add, is a
very, very incredibly important part. Because with monitoring, the
client contract can be modified to meet both the client's needs and
the resourare that are available or not available to that client.

Mr. Chairman, there is one final area included in the subcommit-
tee's suggested list of testimony topics which I have yet to discuss
in any detail. That has to do with the need for continuing support
services including daycare and medical coverage.

For families, as they work toward and make transitions to self-
sufficiency, clearly the APWA proposals and the legislation based
on the proposals envision such support services as a major compo-
nent of the agency side of the contract. Unless society, represented
in this case by the State and local human service agencies, is able
to provide quality daycare, transportation, access to continuing
health care, the mutual obligations simply cannot be enforced. We
can't require work training or work of poor families unless we
societyfulfill our side of the bargain by making these activities
feasible and available.

The legislation reflecting our belief in the necessity of health
care during the transition to self-sufficiency also includes the ex-
tension of Medicaid services to a family with children from 1 year
after the family is working and no longer receiving cash assistance.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me say how really proud I am to be
here today, first, to congratulate you on behalf of our association
and the local directors for the commitment you have made to see
that there is a comprehensive welfare reform this year; secondly, I,
personally, am proud to be a small part of the family investment
strategy which can and will pay off in the decades to come.

Thank you.
Mr. DONNELLY. Thank you very much.
[Statement of Mr. Breen follows:]

STATEMENT or Pars A. BRAN, MARIN COUNTY, CALIF., WELFARZ DIRICTOR, AND
PRZSIMINT, AMERICAN PUBLIC WRISARE ASSOCIATION, ON BINALF OF THE AMIZICAN
PUBLIC WILFAU ASSOCIATION AND MC NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LOCAL PUBLIC WM,
TABS ADMINIFYRATORS

Good morning. I am Peter A. Breen. I am president of the American Public Wel-
fare Association, the 56yeavold nonprofit, bipartisan association representingState
and local human service departments and 6,000 individual members, many of whom
work within our local social welfare system. I am also the Director of the Marin
County California Welfare Director and Assistant Director of Health and Human
Services. I am here today specifically representing my colleagues among the Na-
tion's local public welfare directors.

On behalf of those colleagues I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this
series of hearings on welfare reform. We know the dire situation faced by far too
many children and families living in poverty in America today. We know the short-
comings of our present welfare system, since we run that system at the local level.
We are pleased to be here because we know your committee shares our alarm that 1
child in 4 is born into poverty in America today, and that 1 child in 5 rows up in
poverty. For the last 2 yews my colleagues and I have been engaged m a project
under APWA auspices to develop solutions to the problem of childhood poverty and
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have produced a series of recommendations that have been most recently expressed
in Hi. 1266, introduced by Representatives Kenn& and Matsui.

Lain year, APWA conducted a survey of local welfare directors to assist us
in our study of ways to reduce among and their families. Local wel-
fare directors were asked about theobligations between society and the poor. There
was virtually unanimous agreement on t is issue. They said society's responsibilities
to the poor are two-fold: to promote seltnifficency for the poor through jobs and
education, and to provide "humane services" to those unable to help themselves or
in temporary mei The obligations of the poor wire referred to as "taking advan-
tage-of opportunities offered by society," to develop their own potential and become
seSsufficent.

Asked what they consider to be the mast significant barriers to ii.,proving their
agency's effectiveness, local directors cited several, including:

11110Ullei LIMITATIONS

A lack of resources and a shortage of staff to meet client needs;
The overall reduction in federal allocrtions only partially offset by state and local

governmen
Insufficient;t funding to meet local emergency needs; and
Insufficient resources for broadscale welfare to work programs.

00111PLEXITT

Too much regulation, made worse by rapid, and seemingly capricious, changes in

re=tent regulations across the major benefit programs, particularly AFDC
and food stamps; and

Too much paperwork and papershuffling, not people-helping.

NiOATIVI PUBLIC PlICIPTIONO

%I -.Alan mythsthat ung girls get pregnant in order to receive welfare, for ex-
ample, and other stereotypes long discredited by research; and

The negative interplay between these perceptions and the uphill battle to get re-
sources for poverty program.

The survey then went on to explore the nature of our program responses to peo-
ples needs.

Asked in the survey whether the current array of programs is adequate to the
needs, the majority of my colleagues said "no." and by wide margin. They
pointed to the working poorthose who work at low-wage jveryobs and cannot afford
health insurance, nor receive it as a job benefit, nor qualify for Medicaidas worst
off. Directors recommended undertaking a national family tuning AFDC into
a family allowance; cashing out food stamps; and "basing benefits on need and not
on family composition." The last recommendation, of course, refers to the need for
2-parent coveragea need that has been a specific concern of yours, Mr. Chairman,
for several years now. In my State, California, we are fortunate to have two-parent

Whenasked to name the most critical issues which must be addressed if poverty
is to be reduced in the next 10 years, my colleagues cited:

Meaningful job trainingwith adequate funding, coordinated with the real-world
job market, and including services to those with very minimal job skills.

Educationbetter opportunities, and better quality education.
A family focusincluding policies that reinforce the value of , and

strength of families, including parental responsibility for child support finan-
cial and as a nurturing parent.

Adequate benefitsso that families are assured of a stable economic base while
they are preparing themselves for economic independence.

Hotedng-- adequate shelter for low-income families, at prices that are affordable,
shelter that when subsidized &as not disappear when assistance ends.

Teen pregnancy the reduction in the incidence of "too early" childbearing. In
order to reverse the trends that will create tomorrow's dependent families.

The majority of these concerns are reflected in the comprehensive welfare reform
proposals made by APWA late lest yesr and approved unanimously by APWA's Na-
tional Council of State Human Service Administrators, and the National Council of
Local Public Welfare Administrators in September. The major recommendations are
cortained in H.R. 1255, the Family Investment Act of 1987, introduced by Repre-
sentatives Kennelly and Matsui 2 weeks ago.
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Following is a brief summary of those proposals:
A client-agency Contract upon which eligibility for benefits would be based. The

contract would require actions by clients and services from agencies encompassing
education, employment, and strengthened family life. Work or education toward em-
ployment would be required of parents of children over age 8; work-related or other
part-time, out-of-home activity would be required of other parents. This is the
means by which a maim...mance system can be retooled to become a self-sufficiency
system for people in need.

Aggressive enforcement of child support laws including paternity determination,
viewed as a respony of both individuals and human service agencies.

A comprehensive kre-to.jobs in each state to provide the services nec-
essary for families to move from lfare to self-sufficiency. This includes a strong
connection between economic development and human development so that jobs are
available for those now dependent on welfare.

Increased availability of affordable, quality child care to meet children's develop-
ment needs and support families working toward self-sufficiency.

The creation of a Family Living Standard that would ensure a stable economic
base as families work toward achieving independence. The Family Living Standard
would replace benefits to families with children under the aid to families with de-
pendent children. Food stamp, and low-income home energy assistance programs.
The "FIB" would build in strong work incentives including a 25 percent earned
income disregard. It would also disregard any amount received as an earned income
tax credit. It would be based upon a national methodology, but applied in each state
to reflect actual living costs in a given area.

Case management in our service agencies to help families assess their total needs
and resources. To implement and monitor the contract, and coordinate access to
needed services from multiple apncies.

I would like to focus on 2 of se the client-agency contract and case
management, which are most direc u local administrator's job to implement.
The strong belief of local directors is that the mutual obligations between the poor
and society are embodied 'An the proposal for a client-agency contract and a case
management approach to that contract.

An agency-client contract is designed to turn mutual good intentions into mutual
obligations and expectations. The core of the contract is an employability and finan-
cial assistance plan, from which flow the specific obligations of both client and
agency. The contract commits clients to a range of self-help efforts, and commits
states and local agencies to support those efforts by providing necessary services. By
establishing goals, timelines, and benchmarks the contract translates mutual =pa>
tations into concrete terms. It would be, in effect, a "discharge plan" aimed at even-
tual selfeofficiency and independence from the system.

The client's obligations under the contract includes mandatory work and educa-
tion requirements. The agency provides services needed to support the family's
achievement of self-sufficiency. The contract is monitored regularly through the
process of case management.

Our experience as public welfare administrators has taught us that the majority
of human service clients want to accept and fulfill their obligations both as citizens
and parents. The contract offers a clear opportunity for successful self-support ef-
forts. Clients are not penalized for failures uM they occur. The contract
itself sets out the performance standards both families and agencies.

Under the APWA proposal and H.R. 1266, assessing a family's resources and
needs is the first step that is taken when a family enters the welfare system. That
assessment does not focus soley on the need for income support but also takes in the
many other family needs and resources as well. Including the parents' educational
attainment, work experience, and the family's developmental needs. For example,
what sort of day care arrangements are available given the family's needs? Could
one or both parents benefit parent education courses? Is there a problem in-
volving drugs or alcohol or some other problem calling for specific treatment? Is the
family's heath care adequate? Are housing needs met? All of the "needs" that relate
to both self-sufficiency and the family's strength and stability are taken into ac-
count

Another key component of our proposal, and closing linked to the contract, is the
requirement that we, in the human service agencies establish a case management
system. Case management services would help as families assess their needs and re-
sources, and as the agency-client contract is implemented and monitored. A case
management system is goal-directedthe goal being family self-sufficiency. Such a
system enures coordination of what is now a fragmented and bewildering array of
programs.
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Specifically, case t includes four major functions:
1. To mess with the nt those factors which influence the clients employabil-

ity. These include education; work experience; family development, including the
health status of the members of the family, support services that would enable the
individual to work (child care, transportation, etc.), and strengthening the family's
"informal" support systems which can promote employment as well as family's fi-
nancial resources and the need to supplement income. The outcome of this assess-
ment would be identification of a client's strengths and potential for employment,
the availability of needed services, and an agreement between the agency and the
client on realistic goals.

2. To dev4m an action plan. Based on the assessment of specific, concrete
and client ides leading toward client self-sufficiency. It is the client whariZ
take the lead in developing such a plan with the agency playing a supportive role.
The plan is upland in the form of a contract that specifies the actions to be taken
to implement the plan; the resources to be made available to the client; and the
obligations the client and agency accept as part of this plan. The plan will have
well-defined timelines and benchmarks of succor (for example, completion of a GED
program in 12 months; to secure court ordered child support within 6 months; to
complete a job readiness training program within S months; etc.). It would also indi-
cate any sanctions that will be imposed if the contract terms are not met including
the proviso that the client will not be held accountable if the agency fails to provide
the contract services.

8. To arrange the services/resources necessary to carry out the plan
through direct service de purchase of the necessary resources, or referral
within or outside the public welfare agency. While the case manager my directly
"broker" these services, preference is given to assisting the client to obtain the ap-
propriate education, job training, transportation, child cars, health services and
other family support services. The goal is that the client take control of his life
rather than liavW agency "do" for him.

4. To monitor implementation of the contract and progress toward selfeufficiency.
Through regular agency-client contact, achievement of the contract terms is moni-
tored, and adjustments to those terms are negotiated.

The scope of' services which must be arranged as part of this planning process can
include:

Regular and remedial educational prop:Dr, it:eluding English ae a second lan-
guage, boric literacy, vocallonal education, graduate equivalency diploma, special tu-
toring;

Job orientation programs;
Skill training programs;
Family assistance and support services, including health services, counseling,

child care, transportation, etc.; and
Financial support services, including identification and enforcement of child sup-

port resources, other income sources, budget management, etc.
Mr. Chairman, there is one final area included in the subcommittee's

list of testimony topics which I have not yet dimmed in detail. That has tosurrcitith
the need for continuing supportive services, including day care and medical cover-
age, for families as they work toward and make the transition to self-sufficiency.
Clearly, the APWA proposals and the legislation based on the proposals envision
such

tract
support Ktvices as a major component of the agency's side of the client-agency

con
Unless society, represented in this case by the state and loyal human service

agencies, is able to provide quality day care, transportation, and access to health
care, the mutual obligations simply cannot be enforced: we cannot require work
training, or work, or poor families unless we fulfill our side of the bargain by
making those activities feasible.

The Iseslallon, reflecting our belief in the necessity of health care during the
transition to self-sufficiency, also includes the extension of Medicaid services to a
family with children for one year after the family is working and no longer receiv-
ing cash assistance.

We are talking about policies and programs which enable parents to be effectivr.
and resourceful, and which recognize the possibilities of rad improvement in t'..e
way we, as a nation, deal with the heretofor uitractible problems of poverty and
deprivation.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say how really proud I am to be here today.
First, to congratulate you on behalf of the American Public Welfare Association and
all of the Nation's local welfare directors for the commitment you have made to see
that there is a comprehensive welfare reform this year. Secondly, I am proud to be
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a small part of a family investment strategy which can and will pay off in the dec-
ades to come.

Thank you.

Mr. DONNZLLY. I just have one quick question for Ms. MacIl-
waine. Did you say m your testimony that only 6 percent of the
fathers in Ohio paid child support payments?

Ms. MACILWAINZ. Just AMC noncustodial collection. It is about
6 percent in our county.

Mr. DONNILLY. In the county. I am sorry.
Ms. MACILWAINZ. We just recently enacted, though, the same

law that you have in Massachusetts where the wages will auto-
matically be garnished, and it has not been in effect enough to
bring that figure out. We anticipate that that is going to make a
great deal of difference.

But a part of the problem is that our court system does not place
a high priority in establishing paternity and ordering child support
on the noncustodial parent of an AFDC client if they are unem-
ployed. We feel very differently about that because we know some-
time between the time when that child is a baby and 18 years of
age that father is probably going to be working. But we have to
find a way to keep that father on a computer or track that father
somehow so that a court-ordered support will be in effect whenever
the father does get a job.

We have not figured out how to do that. But it is a huge prob-
lem. We are $85 million in arrears in our county in money owed to
AFDC mothers from noncustodial parents.

Mr. DONNZLLY. What about in your county
Mr. BRUN. We are I would say, considerably better. We

happen to be in a more affluent county in Cr llfornia and we are
able to tap into that resource of the absent parent's income.

Mr. DONNILLY. What percentage?
Mr. Bazar. It is around 85 percent that we are able to recover

from. But again, I think a lot of it is the economic stability and the
economy being the second richesi county in the Nation, aside
from one of the counties bordering Washington, I think it is Fair-
fax. So we have a better track record in that regard.

Mr. DONNILLY. But 35 percent is still pretty low.
Mr. BRUN. it is pretty low.
Mr. DONNILLY. Yes; 65 percent of them are getting away scot

free.
Ms. MAckweirm. One thing you could do is look at the incentive

system that the Federal Government has set up on collection.
There is very little incentive to collect on an AMC client. It
doesn't pay. It costs counties a lot of local money in order to do
that, and it may be an investment up front, but in the long run it
would pay off if we could do it.

Mr. BURN. I think one of the major investments in the child
support area, also it is one that I am very concerned about, is not
only the financial support of the absent parent; it is the emotional
and parental support that that parent has the responsibility to pro-
vide to their child as a parental role model through life, even
though they may not even be the custodial parent. I think that is
of major significance, and I think that eventually we should be
looking very, very strongly at that.
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Mr. Dornigum. I am not so sure you can force them to be respon-
sible.

Mr. Bassi. No. I know that.
Mr. DONNELLY. But we can force them to financially contribute.
Mr. Baum Yes.
Mr. DONNEILY. Mr. Pease.
Mr. PIUS.. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Thanks to both of you for

your testimony.
Mr. Breen, as you know from my questioning the earlier wit-

nesses, I am interesed in knowing what the expansion of staff costa
is likely to be if we were to adopt, or if you were to adoptat least
for your countyyour system of contract arrangements with cli-
ents and then your entire case ment program? What do you
envision would be the increase in staff required to do that?

Mr. Bann. It is a struggle that we are working with right now. I
think it is very current. The first thing that we are looking at is
that we have a large number across this country and in our county
of AFDC workers now who are administering a myriad of applica-
tions, 28-page applications, monitoring of chents income, making
corrections, and it is our assumption that the majority of these cur-
rently assigned AFDC staff will be able to be retrained and will be
able to learn, I guess you might say the new approach.

So my estimated guess is that at the local level, just for my own
county, say, if I had eight workers I might have to add two to three
more workers. And this is just using a small
number. I don't see it as a major t increase over time
when we look at the investment. In r words, right now I might
have eight workers doing what I consider to be ultimately a non-
productive function. It is very productive in achieving a cash
income transfer, but it is not productive in the sense of the long-
term strategy of helping people achieve self-sufficiency.

So my senso is that once again it is an up-front investment that
once we are able to bring into the program those persons who are
volunteers, those persons who are ready for work and just need
support services, ultimately we will be able to reduceI am not
suggesting we would save a lot of money, but I am thinking I
would like to see that it be, to use a phrase that is used very much
back here, revenue neutral eventually.

Mr. Perim I don't know if you are familiar with Public Law 94-
142 or not, but it is a law that was enacted back in 19'74 requiring,
for handicapped students in educational settings, that there be an
individual p worked out for each and every student.

Now you talk about a similar program being worked out for each
welfare recipient, and I think that is probably a good idea. But it
occurs to me that taking that approach and doing it right is going
to require more time than filling out this 20-some-page application
for somebody. I am concerned about that.

What would be your reaction if Congress were to mandate an in-
dividual contract plan for each welfare recipient and not provide
any money to do it? Could you manage that at the local level?

Mr. Baum I think that ethically, if I had a contract, it would no
longer be a contract. In other words, the contract that I would see,
if indeed we are going to mandate that the client participate in cer-
tain activities and not provide the wherewithal of the activities, I
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think that we would continue to frustrate as we have over the
years the clients attempt to become a part of the establishment, if
you will, of the working-class American. I would have some real
trouble with that.

Ms. MackwArix. I think if Congress mandated it we would have
an easier time of implementing it if they would allow us to seep
the money we save by taking clients off and use that to pump it
back in the system a lot of counties would like to try that. Our
county would. We think that if the State and Federal Government
would allow us to keep the annual allocation to our country for
benefits, for all the benefits that any AFDC client would be eligible
for, and allow us to use that money to pump it back in the system,
that we could make it a revenue neutral program.

Because you couldn't take, in our county you couldn'twe
couldn't J with 15,000 clients the first day. It would have to be
phased in over a number of years. So as you are getting people off
the rolls through their contract, you would be bringing more on,
but allow us to keep the savings.

Mr. PEASE. So you are suggesting that if you receive this year x
millions of dollars to deal with 20,000 clients or whatever, that for
a 3-year period you would receive the same amount of money and
then you would have some flexibility to put that into traditional
payments or

Ms. MACILWAINE. Or child care benefits. Or medical benefits.
Mr. PEASE. Or wages for work, and that sort of thing.
Ms. MACILWAINE. It costa us $8,000 now for a client with two

children in our county for benefits, and our caseworkers tell us
that they can buy child care for about $2,500 and an insurance
policy with an HMO for $1,000. And if we treat each client differ-
ently, which they are, for some of our clients those are the only
two things they need to work. Some of them it is only one support
serivce.

If we could have the flexibility to do that and then keep the sav-
ings from the other benefits that the client would no longer need,
we could pump that ba..k into the system. We think that the flexi-
bility has to go along with it, though.

Mr. PEASE. Sure. About a year ago President Reagan talked a lot
about welfare reform, and he put his people to a year-long study
and they came out with something. And as I read the recommenda-
tions, essentially it says le* spend the next 5 years experimenting
locally in different prograv J.

I am conscious of the phrase used by our first witnesses who said
we should avoid excessive eagerness to move into new programs I
don't think that anyone could accuse the President of excessive ea-
gerness to do tlis. But I am aware that it would probably be
unwise to develop and force upon the entire United States a new
system that isn't pretty well tested in advance.

Where do you think the reasonable midpoint is between spending
the next 5 years funding a bunch of experimental p here
and there or building on what we have learned in doing some
things at the national level, mandating them now? Is the Presi-
dent's proposal about right? Do you think it is not adventurous
enough? Should we just go forward? What is your feeling?
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Ms. MAckwAnn. Well, I think that we have waited long enough.
We haven't had real welfare reform, if you could call it that, for
about 28 years. And frankly, I think our clients deserve something
better than what they are getting.

But I agree that there is such a wide range of readiness and abil-
ity to handle the kind of comprehensive reform that many of us
are talking about. Even in our own State of Ohio, where in the
Youngstown area I think the unemployment rate is 15 percent; in
our county, in Dayton, it is 6 percent, one of the lowest in the
Statewe know that we have the ability now to put more of our
clients to work if we had the flexibility in the program.

The way the administration's bill has come out allowing for
waivers for communities to develop their own programs and do it, I
like that idea because that fits our needs. We want the waivers and
we are -ready to go now. We have it worked out where we think we
can do it now, but I hate to see it be an experiment over 5 years,
and then evaluate it and then throw it out. I don't want to wait
that long.

I don't know if I have answered your question. I would like to do
it now, but I know that everyone isn't ready for it.

Mr. BRAIN. I think that my perspective, and it is a perspective
that pretty much reflects the perspective of our association, that it
is assumed all Americans have an equal opportunity and receive
equal treatment, and I think that the demonstration jects have
demonstrated that these programs are very successful to date, and
that to have one State have an adequate and another State to have
a totally inadequate program I think myself it would be philosophi-
cally unconscionable. I really do.

Mr. PZASZ. Well, one last question. A number of itneeses, in-
cluding Mr. Seidman, have emphasized that the current standards
for ADC payments are too low. They haven't been brought up to
date in a long time, and we have responded that we realize that
but that is an expensive proposition.

If we have to make a choice this year between improvillg ADC
standards and parhaps creating a national standard on the one
hand, or on the other hand putting half a billion dollars or so into
welfare reform, where should we put our money?

Mr. BRUN. Do you still beat your wife? [Laughter.]
That is a very difficultit is a very, very difficult question, and I

chink that it probablywowI almost want to defer here. I think
that we have to attempt to do both. I think we have to maintain
and try to raise the standards of living of American citizens to a
level where they can survive without having to be put in a position
where they have to determine whether to eat or to pay rent.

I also believe that the reforming of the system is incredibly im-
portant, unless we want to continue it, I think that we have to look
at this as a whole package. We are looking at a program that has
taken 50 years to put in place. We now have to take a look at that
program and we have to deinstitutionalize the program itself and
those people that we have institutionalized by being on AFDC, and
I think we just must move forward at whatever level we can in all
areas.

Ms. MAckwnqz. I think there is a couple of other answers, too.
One is, as I have mentioned, the total inflexibility of a system
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where maybe one client needs more of a cash payment per month
to do certain things. Well, they could say to us, we have a way of
getting food for our family but we really need more money to pay
rent or do something else. We cannot take that person's money
that they are eligible for food and move it over to a cash payment
to raise their cash payment level.

The system is just totally inflexible. And my feeling is, if you
gave us the flexibility and allowed us to try and serve each client's
needs as worked out between the client and the caseworker, that it
wouldn't be as expensive as you may think.

And I think another thing that the States' experiments have
shown us in many States across the country, although it is very ex-
pensive up front to make an investment for this, the payoff in the
long run is overwhelming. It has happened in the States where
they have had an up-front payment and more money into welfare
reform. They have taken a lot of clients off and it has saved tax
money in the end.

Mr. PEASE. OK. Thank you very much.
Mr. DONNELLY. Mrs. Kennelly.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Breen, is your Congresswoman Barbara

Boxer?
Mr. BREEN. Yes.
Mrs. KENNELLY. Well, you ar3 very, very well-represented here.
Thank you both for your testimony and your excellent answers

to that !ast question. I just want to say, Mr. Breen, that I am de-
lighted that you are here. Because down the line farther on this
year, when you are sitting with your colleagues of APWA and they
are wondering why welfare reform isn't going more smoothly and
why Mr. Johnson isn't just whipping us all into shape, you tell
them about this morning's testimony coming from variouscon-
servatives to liberals.

We all gave the speech before we did welfare reform, and how
wonderful we all want welfare reform. We are into the hard part
now, trying to agree on how we get there. So I am delighted you
are here so you will be able to share with your colleagues how diffi-
cult it is going to be.

Mr. Basest. Thank you.
Mrs. KEN NELLY. Thank you very much for being here.
Mr. DONNELLY. Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
[Submissions for the record follow:]
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STATEMENT OF THE IDEJRABIE DON HONKER
U.S. MUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

=CBE THE
cows= Cal WAYS AND MEANS

SUBCCIMIITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND IREMPIDDIENT CCMPENSATICN

February 19, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for this opportunity to share my
thoughts on one of the most critical and challenging issues on the 1987
legislative agenda.

Most of us would agree that past and current federal income assistance
programs have played a significant role in attempting to combat poverty in
this country. But we can also agree that the current program contains serious
flaws, the most important of which is its short-term, quick-fix approach to a
very amid= problem.

Offering financial assitance to families without providing for future
economic independence does not and will not work. The key to a successful
welfare program requires a fundamental change in focus, from welfare
dependency to economic independence and family stability.

We are currently exploring this moroadh to public welfare in Washington
state. The Family Independence Program MP), proposed by Governor Booth
Gardner, would combine state funds with existing federal monies currently
available for AFDC and related food at benefits, creating a single block
grant. This approach would greatly reduce the cost and complexity of
administering current welfare programs by incorporating a amber of social
service programs and financial assistance into a single entity.

Economic independence is the paramount goal of the state FIP proposal.
Accordingly, Governor Gardner's plan places job training and education at the

top of the list of public service programs. In the past, public assistance
programs have often failed to provide the sense of personal acomplishment and
dignity that goes hand in hand with having a job and making a livable wage.
Absentee fathers would be given the opportunity to participate in the state's
proposed training program, which ultimately coald help to resolve the problem
of recovering unpaid child support.

Past programs have not provided adequate sitild care services, an area that
is of increasing importance in households where both pare-;t:. work. By
including this service, the Family Indepecience Program would provide more
opportunities for family members to secure jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I have described only a few of the provisions of the
Washington state Family Independence Program, but I think the proposal

reflects a logical approach to welfare reform. In fact, the FIP reflects the

sane goals and principles as you outlined in your Jawary 25th statement.
As the Committee moves forward on this important issue, I would encourage

my colleagues to consider the ihington state prcpmal carefully. In

particular, I would hope tha federal welfare .corm package enacted by

Congress would allow suffi ibility for Lhes. types of creative state

initiatives.

We can no longer affon dize families without offering then

opportunities for self-suffi The solution is to build up the family,

give then a sense of dignity a.. worth, and provide them with employment
opportunities that will free than from crippling economic dependence.

Again, I want to thank the Committee for this opportunity to testify.
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Statement to the Committee on Ways and Means
Submitted by Jane K. Booretein, Independent Researcher.

March 19, 1987

At the concluding session of the Governor's Conference last month,
Governor Dakakis cautioned participant. that the solution to welfare was
prevention of its need. His three-year-old Massachusetts experiment, in
helping welfare recipients to both qualify for and receive jobs, is yielding
two-pronged results: a record number of people have become independent from
welfare, but a record number of people are now applying for welfare. Tne
experiment has gained a reputation in the broad low income community for its
usefulness in providing training and job placement.

The very success of the experiment could become its great undoing. How
can a state afford to help all who ea, perceive its program an rewarding that

they toss aside their dead end jobs to qualify and apply for public assistance?

I found similar results -- that when low-income people perceive public
assistance to their economic advantage, they may well restructure their lives
to qualify and apply -- from my own research. First I conducted an
ethnographic study in an effort to describe predictably appropriate behavior
of an unwed mother and her extended family. Since the findings indicated that
no one was earning financial support, I looted into public assistance to find
the category most likely to assist them and found Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC). The ethnography describes the family's
relationship with AFDC, and how it was structured to benefit from the ultimate
support the public assistance would provide.

Next, together with David Daniels, a student of System Dynaaics at MIT, I
analysed the results of the ethnography so my findings could be quantified and
used in a Systea Dynamic. model. Mix type of model, developed there by
Professor Jay Forrester, is important for its capacity to explain and smalls*
tram cause of prcbleE behavior between organisational and human behavior. Once
validated, it reproduces the hi.torical relationship, and is taus useful for
exaaining the effect of alternative policies. Mr. Daniels and I found that by
extending to :model into the future, to 2016, while continuing the present
pattern of AFDC, the percentage of the American population who are poor
increased.

We experimented with alternative policies to overcome poverty. Ours was
preliminary model, an we considered only tnose tests which we deemed most

useful for developing policy insight. We did not try combining yblic
assistance with work because in the past work etrategie. had failed to
overcome poverty. One test, combining superior program of education while
continuing to maintain AFDC, found an insignificant decline in the number of
dependents on public assistance over time . When we tried the education
progrem without any welfare, the reduction of poor decre..ned very

significantly, although the evidence took almost 20 - 25 years to be
apparent. Thus the model confirmed that prevention of the need for welfare -
by weans of placing full effort on education - was the most effective means
for overcoming poverty.

We assume that the model showed education to be the most effective policy
for lowering the poverty level because it offered the best chance of securing
earning potential and getting ahead. To understand why the effectiveness of

117irRiall7En- M.A. Department of Families 4 Communities, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1881, B.A., Department of Psychology, Hood College, 1949.
Sxperience- Researcher for the geyor's Office of Adolescent Pregnancy
Services in NYC, Committee neater (board of directors) of George School,
program consultant for International Institute of Rural Reconstruction.
program design for International gducational Development.
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increasing education and terminating AFDC took years to be realised, I turned
to my ethnography. The children began their lives under family conditions
that robbed then of more than only occassional affection. As they became
teenagers with no role models who were educated, or employed, the lofty
aspirations each generation had for education, a career, and fami y life
faded. The harm AFDC caused in this family seemed evident.

I have expressed sy impressions of the cosples problems the family -

especially teenagers - face in an acticle entitled, "Viewpoint," which follows
this statement.

The problems engendered by AFDC go beyond the confines of individual
families or even an economic class, and affect the society at large.
Secretary of Labor Brock, speaking to the Governor's Conference, said that the
average age of people in the workforce will go from 35-39. Eighty percent of
new entries will be women, minorities, the less well-educated, and dropouts of
the nation's public school system. In other words, soon the positions
available will outstrip qualified applicants.

The recent White House study, Up From Dependency. A New National Public
Assistance Strategy, documents that AFDC has hurt rather than helped
low-income families. Finally the President, the Governors, and legislators
have conceded that the problem of the poor must be alleviated. low we need to
design a program that will achieve tbe goal of making people capable of
earning support themselves. It aunt take into account accumulated knowledge
of people's expected behavior. It must be designed to minimise financial and
human costs. Because children, are evidentally the primary victims of AFDC,
and the poorest Asericams, it seems reasonable to focus a first rate
prevention program on them. A child's values are formed before be or she sets
foot in public school. If prevention of poverty is to have any meaning we
must give young children in their formative years the opportunity to
experience love, to learn some skills and to gain self-confidence.
Baby - sitting centers may permit mothers to work, but a2e inadequate for
helping children toemrds achieving self-sufficiency. .

Lasting results take time to be realised. A successful program will
concentrate its efforts on reducing poverty and the need for welfaro rather
than stressing the litigation of its effects. This strategy will pay off in a
stronger America:

VIdVPOIIT

Al ALTERNATIVE TO 1.08110 TFAMAGE MOTHERHOOD
By Jane K. Boorsteie

Imagine this...

...You were born to a 14-year-old mother, raised by her and your
29-year-old grandmother. You hardly bier your father. You could never
predict your mother's behavior - sometimes she cuddled you, other times,
sick and tired of being saddled with you, he ...eft you home alone. Tour
friends' families were *Jailer.

Although you probably never left your community, you did watch TV,
and this broadened your imagination. you dreamed of getting a good
education and having a career. But among your fully and friends,
literally no one had managed that.

In school, your teachers spent more time keeping order than teaching.
When you tried to do well in school, your peers jeered at you for

studying and induced you to join them on the 'tests. Their constant
pressure forced you to compromise your goals.

Tour household and family problems also interfered with your
studying. There were frequent disruptions; your mother's men friends,
Deck of heat in mid-winter. Money was always scarce and sometimes your
family went hungry. When your mother was sick, you worried and felt you
should take more responsibility and spend your time not in school but
earning.

Rem printed from Hood College Alumna Magazine, Spring 1987 (LISPS #249 -480).
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Because of the may distractions, you began to get failing grades.
You lost interest in school and began to look for the affection and
approval you didn't got at home. You got pregnant and dropped out of
school.

This scenario is played out by thousands of families in the U.S.,
especially in our urban centers. Girls like the one I have described lack a
place to turn for help.

Teachers are often unaware of how to help or refuse to, because they fear
being sued if they speak their minds. There are few guidance counselors,
that the salt to see them is long and the sessions brief.

Would she have benefited from more sex education and sore family planning
services? Would she have postponed having sexual relations if she had had
training in ethics and moral values? Would she have opted for an abortion if
it had been more accessible? Vould her life have been different if she had
been trained for a job or if 4113 had been offered job?

Specialised education and access to services are necessary, of course.
But for someone in such featly and community circumstances, I believe these
services are little sore than bandaids which fail to respond to basic needs.

As for a job, even if she had been trained for ow her chances of
keeping it would have been slim. Remember, values she grew up with were
incompatible with workplace expectations, and her education say have been so
scant that she would have been unsuitable for advancement. The more
discouraged such girls become, the further separated they become from their
goals.

Family planning services and abortion are incompatible with her desire
for baby to love her. If family planning services and job training were
inappropriate, 'Mat help sight have prevented her from falling victim to her
featly and community's pattern?

Imagine this...

Imagine that in school you were in small group with teacher who had
time for you and cared about you. Visualise how learning would have been
facilitated if she had helped you understand the relevance of what she
was teaching to the needs you would have in your life. How would you
have been affected if she had inspired your confidence by showing you
that you were learning, you were succeeding?

Suppose that someone had been available to talk with about your may
out-of-school concerns, who could help you to develop realistic goals and
guide you toward achieving them.

Imagine also that counselors helped your mother to understand the
program you were enrolled in, so that she would try to be a help rather
than a hindrance to you.

Mother and Grandmother, sore than likelY, are both high school dropouts,
they nay also have grown up in a foreign culture and have had little
experience in bow to succeed in this complex society.

Ultimately, most girls in this situation accept the life their family has
been living for the past two or three generations. It is simply too difficult
for a teenager to be different from her family and peers.

They lose interact in school and, reeking the affection and approval they
don't get at hose, te-ise sexually active. All too may consciously decide to
get pregnant, coping to satisfy their emotional cravings by having a baby, a
baby that would always need and love them. In addition, they would become
esteemed a full woman.

Chances are these girls were supported by Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC). This public assistance allows women support if they live
with at least one under-17 child whose father is absent. It also provides
what may low-level jobs do not - full health care for each family amber,
usually beginning with prenatal care. The 'other's meager education sight
have made budgeting difficult, but she bad little problem realising that
living on public assistance was far sore reliable than living on earned income.

While at first glance this assistance program sight seem necessary and
reasonable in society - and it does serve as a temporary boost to some
families - I believe the fact that only a single parent e*: qualify has very
damaging effects on may households.

After AFDC legislation case into being,
families with as tied parents experiencing financial

difficulties appeared to
seek "a practical .olation" - to break up. And as the incidence of single
parent tomtit's increased, poverty increased. Children have become the
primary victims - the poorest Americans. And the more the
children-bearing-children pattern continues (a generation may form in orly
thirteen years), the more complex and widespread the negative fall-out from
the pattern is becoming for all of society.
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Whet aght have helped our hypothetical youngster to avoid teenage unwed
sotherhood?

...Imagine that your friends had had the sane opportunities, so that
instead of standing out as different, you would instead have been in step
with your peers...

In my view, this nurturing approach would help girls avoid unwed teenaje
motherhood. But one Problem persists.

dven when such girls receive help both for symptoas and the core of their
problems, premature motherhood still loess as an ominous threat. Whenever
they become discouraged - as everyone does from time to time - the very
existence of AFDC offers an alternative, crutch. AFDC is there,
discouraging theme girls from putting forth full effort when their need is
greatest. If you believe, as I do, that what would help - the nurturing
approach to the core problem - mould also deter today's teenager from
becoming mothers, let's consider how it could become reality.

At present and for yeare to come, our nation's debt will prohibit adding
significant spending for social problems. Yet despite them constraints, we
continue funding AFDC as a maintenance program for people who are poor -
without funding a programs to prevent more from becoming poor. Congress and
the administration are in the process of reappraising spending for social
programs. Their choice will determine the fabric of our society. Although
private organisations often fund creative solutions, these can merely be
bndaids on the immense and couples problem:

LA program of pre-education for young cnildren in their formative years
would build) their skills, values and confidence. The poverty will finally
decline. The number of people will increase who will have what it takes to
support themselvesA to live in dignity.
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GLORIA NOLO.

My name is Art Lgnos and I represent the great city of San
Francisco in the California State Assembly. ?hank you for
inviting me to addresi your subcommittee on the subject of work
and welfare. Regrettably, I am unable to travel to Washington
D.C. on the dates you have scheduled for your hearings. I am
submitting the following written comments for the hearing record.

As one of its key architects, I am pleased to tell you about
California's GAIN program and to bring you up to date m its
implementation.

I am very proud of what we accomplished in California. I
think we have demonstrated our cosmdtment to Californians who are
less fortunate. And we did so with overwhelming bi-partisan
support, once again showing that all of us, whether liberal or
conservative, can put aside our ideological differences to help
those who need our help.

GAIN is the latest step in our efforts to elimina,w poverty
among our children. We started several years ago when we
strengthened our child support enforcement system to make sure
that absent parents lived up to their responsibilities.
Subsequently, I passed a law which set minimum standards for
support so that parents would pay at least as much as the state
for the support of their children.

Last year, we enacted GAIN and ended two decades of debate
and rhetoric about welfare reform in California. It marked the
end of a system that has fostered dependency, and the beginning
of a comprehensive effort to help those who can work go to work.

CAIN is a new, bold, and innovative program. It offers the
most comprehensive blend of programs ever assembled in one state
to help the poor. It is designed to offer solid opportunity,
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real hope and dignity, centered around a fundamental human need
for honest work.

I believe GAIN offers a model for the nation and a unique
opportunity for you, as national policy makers, to learn from
California's experience.

I say this for several reasons.

1st. GAIN includes all of the elements experts around the
country say are needed for successful welfare reform
programs -- child care, supportive services, education,
and training.

2nd. GAIN is targeted at long term welfare recipients. For
too long we have had programs that have focused our
energies and our efforts on people who would have
helped themselves without government's intervention.

3rd. California faces circumstances which the federal
government is likely to face when implementing any
national welfare reform program. California relies on
58 counties to implement the program that, like the 50
states, have very different problems and
characteristics.

Yet GAIN is flexible enough to let each county tailor
their GAIN program to their local circumstances -- to
their local labor market needs, their welfare client
characteristics, and their local resources.

4th. California is committed to a rigorous and scientific
evaluation of our efforts. We have built random
assignment into our implementation efforts so that we
will be able to tell whether or not GAIN makes a
difference in our fight against welfare dependency.

5th. Most important, it is happening. GAIN is gradually
being implemented in our counties. Since last July ten
counties have begun operations. Their budgets alone
total $52 million and they expect to serve 37,500
participants during their first year of operations.

By law, all counties must begin their GUN programs no
Later than September of 1988 but they may phase-in
their caseloads over a two year period. By 1990, when
GAIN is fully operational, California will be spending
more than $400 millio- a year to help approximately
230,000 AFDC recipient find jobs.

To put this into perspective, California will spend
more each year than the national NIN appropriation
during its peak years.

-2 -

626



622

WHAT IS GAIN?

GAIN is the product of the nation's best ideas on welfarereform. We learned from the experiences of other states, notably
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia. We listened tothe best ideas put forth by liberals and conservatives. And weused all of this information to shape a program that delicately
balances the needs of society with those of the individual.

GAIN encompasses the single parent who is on aid (AFDC-FG)
and the principal wage earner of a needy two parent family
(APDC-U). California is one of only eighteen states that offerthe AFDC-0 program.

GAIN takes the concept of social obligation -- previously
tossed around as a euphemism for client obligation and more
accurately defines it to acknowledge that obligation cuts twoways. Clients must participate but the state must provide the
services necessary to help them find and maintain employment.

On the one hand, GAIN requires the state to provide a vast
array of services, essential to any welfare reform effort. Theseservices must include child care, transportation, and other
supportive services, remedial education, and other education and
training designed to help a person find a job.

On the other hand, GAIN is mandatory--but this does not meanthat it is necessarily punitive. Rather than using intimidation
or threats, it provides an opportunity, a second chance for its
participants to become productive members of their community.

Instead of pitting David against Goliath, GAIN places clients
on an equal footing with the welfare office. Clients participate
in decisions affecting their lives. Counties must listen to
participants, treat them as responsible individuals, allow themto make their own choices.

The law spells out how this will be done. (For the record, I
am attaching a detailed explanation of how GAIN works. However,I would like to briefly summarize what the law says.)

According to the GAIN statute:

o Counties shall provide education and employment training
services necessary to help participants find and keep ajob.

o Counties shall pay for child care at the local market
rate.

o Clients enter into a legally binding contract that
outlines what services they will receive and what their
obligations are under the program.

627
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o Each person makes a choice about the mix of education,
training, and child care

arrangements that best suits herneeds.

o The county cannot dictate a person's employment plan. Ifthe county and a client are unable to agree on the resultsof a professional
assessment, the dispute is settled by animpartial, third parts arbitrator.

o Employment and training
programs must be designed to meet

local employment needs.

o Training programs will be held accountable for placing
people in Jobe that will last. GAIN will not pay tosimply hand out certificates--a

poor substitute for a job.
o If funding for GAIN is

insufficient, services shall not bereduced. Instead, fewer people will be required to
participate, targeting scarce resources to those who needit most.

o Mandatory workfare is not punitive or make-work. Workfareplacements must be in the area for which a person is
trained. This will help persons maintain their newlyacquired job skills, remain active in the labor market
network, and provide job references to prospective
employers.

o Workfare placements cannot displace regular employees.
GAIN includes language that prevents using Workfare
placements to replace paid employees. This language waswritten by representatives of unions who feared that
workfare slots would result in the loss of existing jobs.

o There are sanctions but they are more humane, more
appropriate to the degree of noncompliance than requiredby federal law. They are designed to give people a secondchance, not simply add to a person's misfortune.

In GAIN, persons who fail to make satisfactory progress intheir education or training may work their way back into
an education or training program by working in a basicworkfare assignment.

Persons who, for the first time, refuse to participate
without good cause will be placed on vendor payments forup to three months.

Vendor payments limit the person's
discretion to spend but does not penalize the children who
are the ultimate victims of their parent's refusal toparticipate.

- 4 -
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Federal fiscal sanctions, which cut off aid, apply only if
someone still refuses to participate after three months of
vendor payments, or if someone refuses to participate for
a second time.

GAIN IMPLEMENTATION

Our implementation efforts are just beginning. While ten
counties have begun operating GAIN, some have been doing so for
less than three months. Therefore, I don't have numbers to show
how many people have found jobs, how long they have been there or
how such California has achieved in grant savings.

This will become available as we have more experience and as
we begin our evaluation.

However, I have some snapshots which I would like to share
with you.

o The need for remedial education is much greater than we
ever anticipated. Fresno County, which was the first
county to start its GAIN program, reports that half of its
new applicants and two-thirds of its continuing caseload
need some form of remedial education. Client surveys from
other counties show that Fresno's experience is not
unusual.

o Job clubs are an inexpensive and effective way to help
people who do not need remediation find jobs. Between
thirty and forty percent of those who participate in job
clubs find employment. This experience is similar to that
of other states which have job clubs.

o Many AFDC-U clients are men who have worked all of their
adult lives and suddenly find themselves unemployed due to
factory shut downs, company closures or relocations, etc.
and with unemployment insurance benefits exhausted. In
these cases, GAIN is working with another innovative
California program -- the Employment Training Panel. This
program, funded by employers who pay a portion of their
payroll tax into a training fund, provides retraining and
job placement for displaced or potentially displaced
workers.

o Although the program is mandatory for mothers with
children over six, counties are experiencing a high rate
of volunteerism from mothers with children under six. In
counties where the program has started, there has been a
concerted effort to sell the program as an opportunity.
Consequently, there is a high degree of acceptance by both
AFDC recipients and the public at large.

- 5 -
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o The mandatory nature of the program is an asset for many
long-term recipients. The counties point to case after
case of women who were afraid to cone in the door, who
would not have volunteered because they were unwilling to
risk another failure. Yet, their attitudes, demeanor, and
dress change after they go through the job clubs. They
learn the can succeed, find a job, and regain their self
esteem.

o Workfare, as California has redefined, is seen as a
positive component, not a make-work requirement. Napa
County, who was initially opposed to workfare, is finding
that using workfare as a work experience component helps
their newly-trained graduates learn about the world of
work, provides them with employment references, and keeps
them active in the labor market.

INTANGIBLE BENEFITS

There have been other benefits to GAIN which are
unquantifiable. We see new hope in a demoralized welfare system,
improved coordination among different agencies, and innovative
thinking that focuses on problem solving.

Let me give you some examples.

o As Chairman of the Joint Oversight Committee for GAIN
Implem3ntation, I have heard testimony around the state
from county welfare employees who tell us that one of the
best things about GAIN is the change they see in peoples'
attitude. For the first time in a long time, workers feel
that they will be able to help people, not simply give
them their checks and tell them to stay out of trouble.

o I have also heard time and time again that GAIN has
resulted in improved coordination of services. Los
Angeles county, which won't be implementing its GAIN
program until next year, felt that having the law on the
books has already paid off--during their GAIN planning
process they have discovered resources in the community
they did not even know existed.

As one GAIN coordinator put it, We have been talking to
professionals who we've never talked to before. Were all
sitting down at the same table--educators, employers,
welfare workers, trainers--to tackle one problem. That's
a powerful combination."

o Finally, counties feel the freedom to shape a program that
is going to meet their individual needs and they are
coming up with innovative solutions to particular
problems.

- 6 -
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One rural county has no public transportation so it is
exploring van pools. Others pay for minor auto repairs so
that people can get to and from work or training.

Another county which relies heavily on agriculture
recognizes that its economy not generate enough jobs
for GAIN trainees. Therefore, they are exploring a
relocation allowance for people who are willing to move to
the more urban areas of the state.

HOW CAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNEENT HELP?

o By adopting consistent policies that strongly support all
efforts to help AFDC recipients become a,'f sufficient.

A recent report by the General Accounting Office (GAO) on
Work and Welfare amply documents what it calls 'a
patchwork of administrative responsibilities and lack of
overall program direction'.

It recommends that program authorizet'nn! for the
different work and welfare programs be consolidated and
funding levels made consistent across programs without
reducing state flexibility.

I: California, for example, we are struggling with the
effects of thfe patchwork. As I mentioned before, there
is a great need for remedial education. Although the WTN
program would allow us to pay for remedial education and
the accompanying support services, funds are so limited
that the state is paying most of these costs. ris is
because remedial education is not an allowable
under the regular AFDC work programs funded by q_le IV-A
of the Social Security Act.

Therefore, I fully support the GAO's recommendations.

o By allowing the states to share in all of the savings
associated with serving long-term welfare recipients.

The federal governmert must recognize that there are
differences among welfare recipients and that helping
long-term recipients will require a significant investment
up -front in ordet to get the expected pay-back in savings.

Senator Kennedy has proposed a bonus payment program in
the JTPA program for states that serve long term welfare
recipients.

I fully support his proposal. I suggest, however, that
this bonus should be expanded beyond JTPA and allow the
states to share in the actual grant savings that are
realized from their efforts with long term recipients.

- 7 -
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I say this because GAIN places an emphasis on serving long
term welfare recipients. The JTPA system alone is unable
to meet our needs and we expect to use all available
resources for this purpose. Thus, we expect to enlist the
aid of our adult education system and our community
colleges, most of which are funded by the state.

If we are successful in our efforts, the state will recoup
some of its costs from grant savings. However, as the
!4DRC evaluation of our San Diego program showed, it is the
federal government who is the principal beneficiary of
program savings because of the sharing ratios of costs
associated with the various programs.

o By giving the states the flexibility they need to operate
their programs.

For example, we believe that the "100 hour rule"
discourages unemployed fathers from accepting part-time
employment while on aid. This is because current federal
policies require that their family's grant be discontinued
if they work more than 100 hours a month. As a result,
there is a disincentive for heads of households to take
entry level jobs because they are likely to bring home
significantly has than they would receive from AFDC.

Fresno county requested a waiver of this rule in order to
demonstrate that it is counterproductive to GAIN's goals.

They have reason to believe this.

U,der our Refugee Demonstration Project (RDP), which
serves time-eligible refugees, we have waived the 100-hour
rule and found that refugees accept entry level jobs and
supplement their incomes with a grant. However, as soon
as they become time-expired and no longer eligible for
RDP, they quit their jobs and go back on aid full time.
We, therefore, lose the savings associated with the
reduced grant, and refugees lose valuable on-the-job
experience that would assist them in their climb up the
career ladder.

Unfortunately, the Department of Health and Human Services
denied Fresno's request for the demonstration.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony
to your subcommittee.

- 8 -
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DELTA SIGMA THETA SORORITY, INC.,
sad Alla .99.praw formiity

1707 New Hampshire Avenue. N W,

March 23, 1987
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The Honorable Harold Ford, Chearro:n
Subcommittee on Public Assistance

and unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives
1102 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Ford:

Washington. D 211009 (202) 453-5460

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. is pleased to have the
opportunity to present its views, concerns and suggestions that
address crucial proposals for Welfare Reform. The Sorority has
125,000 members, 725 Chapters in the U.S., Africa, Europe, the
West Indies and the Caribbean. Founded in 1913 at Howard
University in Washington. D.C. the membership is comprised of
college educated women in undergraduate chapters and alumnae
chapters. Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. is a non-profit
public service organisation that has over the past 74 years
consistently devoted its effort toward improving the quality of
life at home and abroad.

More specifically, at this particular time, we are submitting our
positions on certain items of interest and concern to the
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
regarding the Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC)
program.

- State Operational Plans for Job Placement

A review of a current Bill, HR 1255 does not explicitly state a
proposed mechanism for insuring and/or requiring states to locate
jobs for AFDC recipients. The current language in this Bill
gives states flexibility in designing their own programs. Delta
Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. submits that uniform guidelines are
developed to insure that states engage in identifying meaningful
and long-range career oriented jobs for clients - not jobs that
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will merely remove individuals from the welfare rolls with no
potential for equipping individuals to continue to be employed in
positions that have no real potential for long-term
self-sufficiency.

The organization also takes the position and strongly encourages
the inclusion of an extensive plan to incorporate private sector
jobs in the employment program.

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. is not opposed to the payment of
a minimum wage standard for individuals who are placed in jobs,
however the organization strongly believes that the current
minimum wage be increased and indexed to current cost of living
for the participants in employment and jobs training activities.

- Educational Requirements for Welfare Recipients

It is the consensus of Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. that
educational and vocational training should be mandatory for
clients. These programs must however provide appropriate basic
education, job counseling, comprehensive training for developing
marketable skills as well as training for jobs that are available
and futuristic. Training sure result in employment that pays an
adequate income to enable partic.nants to be self-sufficient on a
long-range basis. It is critical Lhat appropriate and adequate
job training and a related career counseling component be
included as a client service.

- Requirements Governing Work/Employment for AFDC Recipients

HR 1255 proposes contractural obligations between welfare
recipients and welfare workers. It further would impose
sanctions if obligations are not met as agreed upon by clients
and welfare workers. Firstly, Delta opposes the proposal that
work be mandatory for all clients, especially under the
constraints of the proposed contractural stipulation. Secondly,
it is our position that those Who for various reasons will have
the most difficulty in finding work and those who possess skills
or have had training and would be able to re-enter the job
market, given necessary support services (e.g. day care,
transportation subsidies and an opportunity to update and refine
skills, if necessary) be given priority.

Since it is obvious that recipients' needs vary dependent upon
their individual physical and mental health status, we support a
case by case management approach by human service agencies.

634.
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Support Services

Day care servines are critical for welfare recipients to make the
transition to the ',.orld of work. Factually speaking the lack of
adequate day care has been cited by participants in Delta's
Single Mother's Program as the strongest barrier mothers and
welfare recipients face in securing and keeping jobs. Thirdly,
strengthening child support enforcement is imperative. A great
percentage of mothers receiving AFDC benefits do not receive the
court ordered payments from absent fathers.

Sumaxar

Realistically, Delta acknowledges that job training and
employment has many merits for AFDC recipients and has great
potential for enabling those dependent on welfare funds to become
self-sufficient. With the institution and implementation of
critically needed safeguards, as outlined in this statement it is
necessary to push for a reform of America's current welfare
system. However, it is Delta's contention that a combined effort
and serious commitment of resources from federal, state and local
government agencies is necessary. Involvement from the private
Sector, input from community-based organizations and agencies,
and especially those whom the welfare reform initiative is
designed to serve is essential to such an endeavor.

Sincerely,

Sat. A 41444:1-

Hortense G. Canady
National President

AGC:mbs
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COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

US. HOUSE OF FEINIESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON. DC 20515

March 5, 1987

The Honorable Harold E. Ford
Chairman
Subcommittee on Public Assistance

and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means
B317 Rayburn House Office Building
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Harold:
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I write with regard to the Subcommittee's hearings on
welfare reform and request that you include this letter in
the record of the hearings.

The Subcommittee of the House that I chair has jurisdiction
over the Nation's territories and commonwealths, among other
matters. Your Subcommittee has jurisdiction over some of
the few remaining programs which discriminate against your
3.5 million fellow Americans in these insular areas.

'y purpose in writing is simple: As you consider necessary
_eforms of the Nation's welfare system, please consider
reforming its current treatment of the Americans of the U.
S. insular areas as second-class citizens.

The current inequities of the system are cruel in their
failure to meet pressing human needs. The important policy
implications of this inequitable treatment, however, go
beyond this failure.

These implications include sending a strong message to the
insular areas that their political relationships with the
United States are unfair and ought to be changed; compelling
needy islanders to move to the States where they can receive
assistance equal to that provided other Americans; and
undermining the U. S. image in the strategic Caribbean and
Pacific regions through aiscrimination against the American
minorities who live in the Nation's insular borders.
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Page Two
The Honorable Harold E. Ford
March 5, 1987

I ask that any proposals to reform the welfare system or
portions of it that are reported from the Subcommittee
provide for more equitable treatment of the Americans of the
Nation's insular areas. My request follows the approval of
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
bipartisan recommendations of the Subcommittee that I chair
that such reforms be funded in fiscal year 1988.

The committee's action recognizes that the need for
equitable treatment of the insular areas in these programs
is so important as to be worth the relatively minor budget
impact such reforms would have. It also, I believe,
recognizes that the current inequitable treatment is based
upon a sad accident of history: The pressures caused by the
federal deficit and changes in federal spending policies
became great soon after self-government developments
replaced aspects of territorial administration in most of
the U. S. insular areas.

The insular areas are finally being treated equitably under
most :ederal programs. So, it is ironic that needy insular
Americans are discriminated against in the federal programs
intended to provide essential assistance to the most needy
Americans.

Let me briefly describe the inequities of the present
system.

Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands:

Although the territories of Guam and the Virgin Islands and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico participate in the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program, they are subject
to a ceiling on available matching funds rather than receive
an open-ended matching grant. The federal payment not only
limits AFDC assistance, it covers the programs providing aid
to the aged, blind and disabled as well. These programs
were, of course, replaced by the Supplemental Security
Income program elsewhere in the Nation but continue in these
Insular areas.

The caps on federal contributions for AFDC and the adult
assistance programs for these insular areas were inadequate
when they were set in 1979. Inflation since then has meant
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Page Three
The Honorable Harold E. Ford
March 5, 1987

that the programs can only provide a fraction of the amounts
needed to provide assistance to the insular needy on a level
that would be equitable with the assistance provided needy
Americans elsewhere.

Information provided by the Congressional Research Service
indicates that just to keep pace with increased costs, the
fiscal year 1988 payments should be increased from 53.3
million to 54.8 million in the case of Guam; $2.4 million to
53.5 million in the case of the Virgin Islands; ano $72 to
$104 million in the case of Puerto Rico.

I urge that reforms of the application of these programs to
Guam, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico start by adjusting
the current cap for inflation. They should Include,
however, removing the caps altogether or establishing the
caps at a more reasonable level for the AFDC program. They
should also include extension of the Supplemental Security
Income program, as the House has it passed before.

American Samoa and the Northern Mariana Islands:

Neither the territory of American Samoa nor the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands participates in the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program. The Supplemental
Security Income program has been extended to the Northern
Mariana Islands but not American Samoa (or, as I have noted,
the other U. S. insular areas.) The inequitable treatment
of American Samoa under both programs and the inequitable
treatment of the Northern Mariana Islands under the AFDC
program should be rectified.

Medicaid and Nutrition Programs:

As you know, the inequitable treatment of the U. S. insular
a in the programs discussed above is mirrored by the
inequitable treatment of all of these areas in the Medicaid
program, where an unrealistic cap also limits the federal
contribution, and, in a couple of cases, in federal
nutrition programs as well. These examples of unfair
treatment, as well as those in the AFDC and S.S.I. programs,
mean that there is no "social safety net at all in areas of
large minority populations where the per capita income is a
fraction and the jobless rate is generally higher than the
Nation as a whole.
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Page Four
The Honorable Harold E. Ford
March 5, 1987

AFDC-UP:

Finally, as you will recall from consideration of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986, the proposal to
extend AFDC to two-parent families in which the principal
earner is unemployed could worsen the inequitable treatment
of the U. S. insular areas in the AFDC program if the
increased costs are not exempted from the caps n AFDC and
Medicaid assistance to the territories and cow nwealths. I
very much support the AFDC-UP proposal and its application
to the U. S. insular areas. I also urge, however, that its
costs not be fully imposed on insular governments because of
AFDC and Medicaid caps which are well below the otherwise
authorized federal share of program costs in the insular

Many of your fellow Americans in the U. S. insular areas
join me in the fervent hope that your initiatives to reform
the Nation's welfare system will do away with, or at a
minimum substantially reduce, the current system's
discrimination against the needy of our islands. I, and the
staff of the Subcommittee that I chair, stand ready to work
with you, and the staff of the Subcommittee that you chair,
to rectify this inequity.

Sincer

lr
Subcommittee on Insular
and International Affairs

cc: Members. Subcommittee on
Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation

Rdang
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Statement of:

James Garbarino, Ph.D., President
and

Barbara T. Bowman, N.A.
Director of Graduate Studies

Erikson Institute
Advanced Study in Child Development
25 West Chicago Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60610
(312) 2S0 -7302

Mr. Chairmen:

We are pleased to submit this statement for the record you
are compiling on Welfare Reform. Erikson Institute is a private
graduate school and research center specializing in isszes of
early childhood education and development. The Institute has
been providing education and training to professional and
paraprofessional child care providers for more than 20 years.

Every discussion of Welfare Reform includes the need to
provide some kind of child care for working parents. We would
like to suggest that our past experience tells us that trained
caregivers give better care. In addition, children whose parents
are poor are already more at -risk for school failure, and thus,
are in even greater need of trained caregivers. Our statement
concludes therefore that however you proceed with your important
goal of increasing the supply of childcare, it is essential to
ensure that the supply of trained caregivers and the wherewithal
to provide that training be included in your proposal.

Why do we as a society need well-trained child care provid-
ers? Proper training for caregivers is essential for two reasons.
First we know that how adults take care of children affects how
they develop. In day care centers, preschools, and in private
homes (family day care'), non-parental adults care for millions
of children each day. More than 50 percent of all children under
six spend a significant proportion of their time in the care of
someone other than their parents. If current trends continue,
that figure may exceed 80 percent by the year 2000. The last 30
years have seen an explosion of knowledge about how and why
children develop in particular ways and why and how under some
circumstances development is delayed or distorted. All care-
givers, parents included, have benefitted from this knowledge.
They have learned, for example, that children develop more social
affiliative behavior when treated with non-punitive control: that
early story reading facilitates childrens acquisition of literacy
skills; that caregiver attachment is essential to development and
should be encouraged.

The second reason for training of child care providers is to
equip them for the challenges they face. Parents have a special
relationship with their children, a relationship which energizes
their concern, vigilance, and sensitivity to their children's
needs. Caretakers have a time limited responsibility for many
children from families with different child rearing methods,
expectations and values. rnowledge of child development,
professional skill, and ethical commitment enables caregivers to
provide service to this diverse population and helps compensate
for skills and interest that may come more naturally to parents.

Child care providers need training in at least four areas.
First, they need to know about normal child development. With
this knowledge they can make up for not having specific informa-
tion about each child and establish realistic and appropriate
expectations for children in their care. Second they need to
know about problems, in development. Trained child care provid-
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era can perform a service to families and to their communities
through early detection of problems. Early detection increases
the likelihood of successful remediation. Emotionally invested
parents may be less able to see their children objectively and
may even deny the existence (or exaggerate) emergent problems intheir child. Both these rationales for training child care
providers are of heightened importance when children come from
high-risk families, and child care is intended as an intervention
to protect the child and improve the chances for normal growth
and development.

A third reason why child care providers need training is to
understand themselves better. Self knowledge can help them
appreciate better how children experience being cared for. Itcan help child care providers recognize how their own feelings
affect the way they perceive and interpret the behavior ofChildren in their care. Children need to learn self acceptanceand trust. Training can help a child care provider be a good
role model for Children.

Fourth, child care providers need training to understand awide range of 'management issues.' These include ethics (e.g.
'When do I report suspicion of child abuse?'), budgeting ('How
much do I charge?' 'How much should I get paid?'). health ('How
do I prevent the spread of disease among children ?') and groupdynamics ('How do I integrate new children into an existing
group?' 'How do I deal with families from different ethnicbackgrounds from my own?').

Our society needs competent, motivated, nurturant, career-
oriented child care providers to adapt to the dramatic changes in
family composition and work, changes that have emerged in thelast 20 years. To do the job well, these child care providers
need high quality, intensive train',1y.
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STATEMENT

OF

HONORABLE WALTER E. FAUNTROY
(D -D.C.)

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE, AS THE LONE CONGRESSIONAL

REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 700,000 TAXPAYING, YET DISENFRANCHISED CITIZENS OF

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, APPROXIMATELY 19% OF WHOM Mn LIVING AT OR

BELOW TEE POVERTY LEVEL WITH 53,718 CURRENTLY RECEIVING AFDC; I AM

PLEASED TO SUBMIT THIS TESTIMONY TODAY ON AN ISSUE WHICH IS BOTH COMPLEX

AND CONTROVERSIAL--TEE REFORM OF THE AMERICAN WELFARE SYSTEM: A SISTER

WHICH IS INDISPUTABLY IN NEED OF REVIEW AND RESTRUCTURING.

AMERICA'S COMMITMENT TO THE POOR BECAME FEDERAL POLTCY DURING THE

DEPRESSION OF THE 1930e AND WAS RE-EXAMINED, EXPANDED AND REAFFIRMED

DURING THE 19608, AT A TIME WHEN 22.4% OF OUR POPULATION WAS POOR; WITH

MORE THAN ONE HALF OF THE AFRICAN-AMER1CAN POPULATION SUBSISTING BELOW

THE POVERTY LEVEL. SPURRED IN BOTH DECADES BY SOCIAL. UNREST AND A

MASSIVE HUMAN OUTCRY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ACKNOWLEDGED ITS OBLIGATION

TO ENSURE THAT THE BASIC HUMAN NEEDS OF ALL ITS CITIZENRY WERE MET, AND

THUS, ELEVATED FEDERAL FUNDING FOR HUMAN NEEDS PROGRAM TO A NATIONAL

POLICY PRIORITY. THESE PROGRAMS WERE DESIGNED TO ENSURE THAT THE BASIC

NUTRITIONAL, CLOTHING, HEALTH CARE, HOUSING AND ENERGY NEEDS WERE MET

FOR THE AGED, DEPENDENT CHILDREN, THE PHYSICALLY AND MENmALLY IMPAIRED,

AND VICTIMS OF UNEMPLOYMENT, INJURY, PERMANENT DISABILITY, ILLNESS OR

SOCIAL DYSFUNCTION. BUT THE SYSTEM HAS FAILED WOEFULLY.

THE SYSTEM, WHICH WAS DESIGNED TO CONTRIBUTE TO A MIVIMUM LEVEL OF

SUBSISTENCE, HAS EVOLVED INTO A QUAGMIRE OF MORE THAN 200 PROGRAMS WHICH

ARE FUNDED, AT LEAST Dr PART, BY THE FEDERAL GOVErNMENT. UNFORTUNATELY,

IT REACHES ONLY A FRACTION OF THOSE IN NEED. NEARLY 42 MILLION

2
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AMERICANS ARE UNDEREMPLOYED, ILL-HOUSED, MALNOURISHED, OR LIVE AT OR

BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL, YET ONLY 11 MILLION PEOPLE, MOSTLY WOMEN AND

CHILDREN, RECEIVE AFDC ASSISTANCE. THE OTHER 23 MILLION LIVING BELOW

THE POVERTY LINE CONTINUE TO SUFFER THE DEPRIVATION, DEHUMANIZATION AND

STRESS OF POVERTY UNABETTED BY FEDERAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE. AMONG THE 23

MILLION IMPOVERISHED AMERICANS NOT RECEIVING FEDERAL ASSISTANCE ARE THE

AGED WHO ARE INELIGIBLE FOR SOCIAL SECURITY; THE SICK AND THE DISABLED.

SOME OF THESE PERSONS NOT RECEIVING ASSISTANCE ARE ALSO VICTIMS OF THE

UNEMPLOYMENT ASSOCIATED WITH PLANT CLOSINGS, FARM FORECLOSURES, SMALL

BUSINESSES GOING BELLY-UP, THE GENERAL TRANSFORMATION OF OUR ECONOMY

FROM SMOKE STACK INDUSTRIES TO DIVERSIFIED SERVICES, AND OTHER EPISODIC

;MPLOYMENT. INDEED, 1/4 OF OUR POPULATION EXPERIENCE!; EPISODES OF

POVERTY. OTHERS AMONG THE 23 MILLION LIVING IN POVERTY WITHOUT PUBLIC

ASSISTANCE ARE VICTIMS OF UNDEREMPLOYMENT: BETWEEN 1979 AND 1984, e

MILLION NEW JOBS WERE CREATED, HOWEVER, 58% OF THESE JOBS PAY ANNUAL

WAGES OF LESS THAN $7,000. ALMOST A QUARTER OF THESE JOBS WERE

PART-TIME, WHICH PEOPLE TOOK BECAUSE THEY WERE UNABLE TO FIND FULL-TIME

EMPLOYMENT. NINE (9) MILLION PEOPLE LIVING BELOW THE OFFICIAL POVERTY

LEVEL WORK PART OF THE YEAR.

THOSE FORTUNATE ENOUGH TO RECEIVE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE UNDER OUR CURRENT

SYSTEM, BARELY RECEIVE SUBSISTENCE LEVELS OF SUPPORT. THE COMBINED

AFDC /FOOD STAMP BENEFITS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE TO FAMILIES WITH THREE OR

POUR MEMBERS, ARE BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL IN ALL FIFTY STATES. IN 22

STATES, THE COMBINED BENEFITS ARE LESS THAN 70% OF THE POVERTY LEVEL.

ONE OF THE HIGH PRICES FOR THIS PALTRY ASSISTANCE IS THE DISINTEGRATION

OF THE NUCLEAR FAMILY. FAMILIES ARE OFTEN FORCED ISTO THE BLEAK

HOBSON'S CHOICE OF CONTINUING TO LIVE AS A UNIT IN ABJEC" POVERTY, OR

3
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DISSOLVING THE UNIT IN EXCHANGE FOR MUCH NEEDED, THOUGH INADEQUATE

ASSISTANCE. OTHER NET EFFECTS OF THIS SYSTEM ARE DEPENDENCY ND A LOSS

OF SELF ESTEEM AND DIGNITY. THE SYSTEM LEAVES MANY WHO COULD BECOME

SELF-SUFFICIENT WITHOUT THE HOPE OF MOVING FROM THE ENTITLEMENT ROLLS TO

THE PAY ROLLS.

CLEARLY, SOMETHING IS SERIOUSLY AMISS. THE QUESTION IS, WHAT DO WE DO

ABOUT IT, AND WHOSE RESPONSIBILITY IS IT TO MAKE THE REQUISITE CHANGES.

I SUBMIT THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS THE BASIC RESPONSIBILITY AND

MUST INDEED CONTINUE TO SEEK 4ND PROVIDE SOLUTIONS FOR THE ECONOMIC

PROBLEMS THAT CONFRONT OUR CITIZENLY. THE US CONSTITUTION GUARANTEES

EACH OF US THE RIGHT TO LIFE, LIBERTY, AND TBE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS- -

NONE OF WHICH IS WITHIN REACH IF WE DO NOT HAVE ACCESS TO BASIC, MINIMAL

SUBSISTENCE.

AS IN THE '30s AND 60's, THE RATE OF POVERTY AND ITS Ar'ENDANT ILLS IS

ALARMING. THOSE WHO ARE POOR IN AMERICA TODAY ARE NOT ONLY MANY, BUT

VARIED. THEY ARE WOMEN AND CHILDREN, THE AGED, THE UNDEREDUCATED, THE

PHYSICALLY AND MENTALLY IMPAIRED, AS THEY HAVE BEEN OVER TBE YEARS.

BUT, TO THESE SUFFERING VE BEEN ADDED A GROWING NUMBER OF TRAINED,

DISPLACED AND DISCONNECTED WORKERS. NOTABLY, TBE GREATEST INCREASE IN

POVERTY BETWEEN 1979 AND 1986 WAS AMONG MARRIED COUPLE FAMILIES, NOT

SINGLE-PARENT, FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES AS MANY BELIEVE. 3.13 MILLION

ADDITIONAL MARRIED COUPLE FAMILIES FOUND THEMSELVES LIVING IN POVERTY;

2.19 MILLION ADDITIONAL SINGLE-PARENT HEADED FAMILIES WERE LIVING BELOW

SUBSISTENCE LEVEL.

BETWEEN 1979 AND 1983, 9.2 MILLION AMERICANS WERE ADDED "0 THE POVERTY

4
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ROLLS. SLIGHTLY MORE THAN 1/2 WERE TO BE FOUND IN WHITE, MALE HEADED

FAMILIES. INDEED, 70% OF ALL POOR ARE WHITE. THESE FIGURES MUST NOT,

HOWEVER, OBSCURE THE FACT THAT AFRICAN-AMERICANS, WHO CONTINUE TO BE

DENIED EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES TO PURSUE THEIR AMERICAN DREAM, REMAIN

DISPROPORTIONATELY POOR. WHILE IN 1985, THE NATIONAL POVERTY RATE WAS

14%, 31% OF THE AFRICAN- AMERICAN COMMUNITY WAS POOR: ABOUT 1/2 OF ITS

YOUTH WERE LIVING IN POVERTY. 15% OF AFRICAN-AMERICANS WHO WERE

FORTUNATE ENOUGH TO NAVE EMPLOYMENT WERE STILL SUBSISTING BELOW THE

POVERTY LEVEL.

wHY DO WE CONTINUE TO HAVE THESE STAGGERING POVERTY STATISTICS AFTER

YEARS OF HUMAN NEEDS ASSISTANCE, AND WHAT CAN WE NOW DO TO END THIS

SEEFINGLESS ENDLESS CYCLE. THE ANSWER IS NOT EASY, FOR ONE CHARACTER-

ISTIC OF OUR ECONOMIC SYSTEM IS A SERIES OF CONTRACTIONS AND EXPANSIONS

OF THE JOB MARKET. CONTRACTIONS ARE BECOMING INCREASINGLY MORE FREQUENT

DUE, IN PART, TO THE FLIGHT OF 5.1 MILLION JOBS FROM THIS COUL:RY

BETWEEN 1979 AND 1984, TO CHEAP LABOR MARKETS ABROAD, tax ALSO DUE, IN

PART, TO THE STRUCTURAL TRANSFORMATION OCCURRING IN OUR ECONOMY. I

SUGGEST, HOWEVER, THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST PAY TUE CONSEQUENCES

FOR THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM WE CHOOSE. SINCE HIGH LEVELS OF UNEMPLOYMENT

ARE CHARACTERISTIC OF OUR CURRENT SYSTEM, WE MUST GUARANTEE ECONOMIC

SUPPORT TO THE VICTIMS OF OUR ECONOMIC CUNT): IONS. CONSIDER THIS

FACT: IN THE AFRICAN-AMERICAN LABOR FORCE A. E- IN 1986, 1 MILLION

JOBS WERE LOST. OUR BULGING FEDERAL DEFICIT AND LETHARGIC ECONOMY BODE

ILL FOR EXPANSION IN THE NEAR FUTURE.

UNTIL WE ARE WILLING TO REGULATE THE ECONOMY; UNTIL WE ARE WILLING

TO INTERFERE WITH THE "FREE FLOW" OF THL MARKET, TO cuTnn IT AND STEER

IT TO ENSURE FULL EMPLOYMENT--WHICH WE ARE NOT YET READY TO DO--THEN

5
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IN:ONE MAINTENANCE ASSISTANCE IS A FACT OF LIFE, AND ANY ATTEMPTS TO

IMPROVE THE SYSTEM WILL BE STOP-GAP AND BAND-AID MEASURES AT BEST.

UNLESS WE ARE WILLING TO MAKE STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN THE WhY OUR ECONOMIC

SYSTEM OPERATES--ALL WE CAN DO IS TINKER WITH THE WELFARE SYSTEM, MODIFY

IT HERE AND THERE, AND HOLD OFF CRIES FOR OVERHAUL FOR ANOTHER FEW

YEARS. WE CANNOT THROW OUT THE SYSTEM ENTIRELY, HOWEVER, FOR TO DO SO

WOULD BE TO COURT SOCIAL AND POLITICAL DISASTER.

GIVEN THESE ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL REALITIES, WHAT THEM DO WE DO WITH

THE PRESENT WELFARE SYSTEM, WHICH WE ALL AGREE HAS SERIOUS DEFECTS. TO

BEGIN WITH, THERE ARE CERTAIN CHANGES TO THE SYSTEM WHICH WE MUST NOT

MAKE:

1. WE MUST NOT SHIFT THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ECONOMIC WELL-BEING

OF OUR CITIZENRY ONTO THE SHOULDERS OF STATE AND LOCAL

GOVERNMENT. THE 1930s k.",,VED IT WAS BEYOND 6r0ATE AND LOCAL

CAPABILITY. CAN IT BE ANY ',LS SO IN THE 1980s, WHEN AN EVEN

GREATER NUMBER OF ISSUES AND PROG'AMS COMPETE TOR SCARCE TAX

DOLLARS, THE SPENDING OF WHICH EILL BE INFLUENCED BY SPECIAL

BUSINESS INTERESTS;

2. WE MUST NOT PREDICATE RECEIPT OF HUMAN NEEDS ENT'"LEMENTS ON THE

PROVISION OF PUBLIC WORK SERVICE OR HUNTING FOR NONEXISTENT OR

DEAD-END, ILL-PAID JOBS, BY PEOPLE WHO ARE PHYSICALLY OR

PSYCHOLOGICALLY UNPREARED FOR THEM; AND

3. WE MUST NOT REDUCE THE ALREADY INADEQUATE ALLOTMUNTZ OR RASHLY

ELIMINATE MUCH NEEDED COMPONENTS OF THE SOCIAL IELFARE PROGRAM

IN THE NAME OF CURBING WASTE AND INEFFICIENCY.

6
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WHAT IS NEEDED IS A COMPREHENSIVE INCOME MAINTENANCE SYSTEM THAT DOES

SEVERAL THINGS'

* FIRST, IT MUST GUARANTEE TO EVERY PERSON OR FAMILY IN NEED AND

UNABLE TO WORK, NON-PUNITIVE ACCESS TO STATE-PROVIDED ASSISTANCE

WHICH, AT A MINIMUM, BRINGS RECIPIENTS UP TO THE FEDERALLY

DEFINED POVERTY THRESHOLD AND WILL MAINTAIN THEM ABOVE THAT.

* THE SYSTEM MUST SET A FEDERALLY DEFINED MANDATORY MINIMUM

BENEFIT LEVEL. THE FEITRAL LEVEL MUST BE AT LEAST EQUAL TO THE

FEDERALLY-DEFINED POVERTY LEVEL.

* FOR THOSE TEMPORARILY UNABLE TO WORK, THE SYSTEM MUST GUARANTEE

REASONABLE BENEFITS COUPLEb WITH AN OPPORTUNITY FOR THE

ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS TO RECONSTRUCT THEIR LIVES, SEEK JOB

TRAINING OR RETRAINING IN NEEDED--AND TO BE COMPENSATED WHILE

TRAINING. IT MUST INCLUDE SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR DISLOCATED AND

DISCONNECTED WORKERS.

* THE SYSTEM MUST INCLUDE TARGET PROGRAMS FOR 7CE CHRONICALLY

UNEMPLOYED WHICH INCLUDE COUNSELING, DEVELOPMENT 'IND ENHANCEMENT

PROGRAMS, EDUCATION, E.

* THE SYSTEM OF PROVIDING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE MUST INCLUDE CRITICAL

SUPPORT MECHANISMS SUCH AS CHILD CARE, TRANSPORTATION, EQUIPMENT

AND UNIFORM SUBSIDIES, CONTINUING EDUCATION- AND HEALTH CARE.

* IT SHOULD MAKE EFFECTIVE USE OF COMMUNITY INTITUTIONS; AND

7
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ENSURE COMMUNITY REVITALIZATION AND ENHANCED DELIVERY OF

SERVICES THROUGH EMPLOYMENT OF RECIPIENTS OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

WHO CAN AND DESIRE TO WORK.

THE STATE OF THE WELFARE SYSTEM AFFECTS ALL OF US. UNLESS WE ARE

WEALTHY, AND HAVE CONSIDERABLE INDEPENDENT FINANCIAL MEhNS, THE EXTENT

TO WHICH THE NEEDS OF OUR AGED PARENTS ARE TAKEN CARE OF INDEPENDENT OF

OUR INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE DIRECTLY AFFECTS THE QUALITY OF OUR PRESENT

LIVES. THE EXTENT TO WHICH FUTUR_, GENERATIONS ARE NOURISHED, EDUCATED

AND TRAINED TO BE HEALTHY, PRODUCTIVE, EMPLOYED, TAX-PAYING ADULTS, WILL

DIRECTLY AFFECT THE QUALITY OF OUR OWN LIVES DURING OUR OWN SUN-SET

YEARS. EACH OF US HAS A STAKE IN AND A RESPONSIBILITY "0 PROTECT AND

SUPPORT THE VULNERABLE IN OUR SOCIETY, WHO IN MOST INSTANCES ARE

VULNERABLE THROUGH NO FAULT OF THEIR OWN. LET US MOT SHIRK THIS

RESPONSIBILITY, BUT RATHER SHOULDER IT WITH OPEN MINDS AND OPEN HEARTS.

8
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Testimony for Subcommittee on Public Assistance

and Umemployment Compesnation

Committee on Ways E. Means

Submittec by:

Cong. Paul B. Henry (MI)

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to submit

materials to your Committee in regard to the contentious issue

of "welfare reform". It seems we are all for welfare reform,

but have tremendous disagreement in coming to terms with what

we mean by it.

I wish to call the Committee's attention to a most

successful "workfare" model which has been employed in Kent

Country, Michigan, for several years. Kent County is one of

the major urban counties in the State of Michigan, and experiences

the human assistance problems and needs which might be expected

in such an urban setting. For that reason, I believe its successes

ought to be particularly noted by the Committee.

I want from the outset to establish the fact that I am

not submitting this testimony simply out of courtesy to my

local Department of Social Services Director. This program

has received national recognition as a model worthy of emulation

elsewhere in the country.

One of the key componants of the program is that all

applicants for social assistances are required to enroll

in either education or job search programs (unless they have

649



645

been deemed unemployable). They are required to register

at the time of original application for benefits, not after

a certain "triggering date" as is common in some other

workfare models.

Further, even single-headed households with children

under e age of six are required to participate in this

program. Supplemental transportation and child care costs

or services are pro,ided above and beyond standard welfare

support grants and services.

These two distinctions from most workfare models have

at times been vigorously attacked, but the record of success

in reducing welfare dependency not just by simply reducing

eligibility, but by successfully placing welfare clients

in tie workplace, has been nothing short of astounding.

The program was established during the Ford Administration

under an exception waiver granted by HHS. In the early months

of the Carter Administration, an attempt was made by the Administration

to withdraw the waiver. Within weeks, however, the ,:i..:ctor of

the Kent County program was recruited by the Cater Adminit,cration,

and served in Washington in the effort to facilitate further

emulation of the program across the nation. In other words,

this program has enjoyed bipartisan support through changing

administrations.

Despite the aided paperwork associated w th such a program

during the original application for benefits process, and the

additional services rendered clients in the )ob education,

nursery, and transportation areas, the error rates are among

the lowest in the nation. (I would point out that Mich gan is

presently applying for an exemption for penalties for excessive

650



646

error rates, claiming that the recession of the late '70's

adversely affected case management on a statewide basis.

The Kent County area experienced comparable economic dislocation

and hardship during this period, but was able to actually

reduce its error rate during this time frame!)

I wish to attach with this testimony correspondence

from the Kent County Department of Social Services director,

Mr. Evert W. Vermeer, which describes the Kent County program

more fully. I would respectfully request that you consider

asking Mr. Vermeer to give testimony before the Committee if

that is at all possible.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to oring

this material to the attention of the Committee.

Attachment: Letter from Evert W. Vermeer dated February 17, 1987
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

JAMES J. MANCHA/ID. Gromver

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
AGMS MANSOUR SUS. Olwlekr

February 17, 1987

The Honorable Paul Henry
U.S. Representative
Michigan 5th District
502 Cannon House Building
Washington. D.C. 20515

ROC =SOY
DEPART...ea OF SOON. SERVCIES

Pay I Tips 111.14ii
1 5 F Smoot S

Cr* Rm. .1501

Dear Representative Henry:

Thank you for inviting me to comment on welfare reform. Welfare reform means
something different to everyone who uses the term so I will try to respond
based on my experience of 32 years together with the results of rehabilitative
programs for the poor that have taken place in Kent County (Grand Rapids),
Michigan. Professional welfare managers from federal, state, and county
levels visit Kent County to study our successful employment and training
programs and Kent's low, 1.4 percent in AFDC, error rates. Kent County staff
are invited to speak at state and national conferences on welfare management
and employment and training.

The Kent County "reform* effort is based on two simple principles. First all
recipients defined as employable should daily be involved in an activ
leading to independence of the system. Secondly recipients who are
emylmble or rehabilitatable should remain on public assistance for the
minimal time possible.

The net result of aggressive applications of these principles is that Kent
leads the state of Michigan and probably the nation in job placements for
public assistance recipients in the middle size counties amounting to some
12,263 jobs in the last five years. Nearly two-thirds of these placements
come during the fin. five-weeks using job clubs in which all recipients
participate regardless .1 their education, employment skills, or previous
contact with the labor mar:et. The first week of job club consists of how did
you get in this situation and how do you cope with it. The second week deals
with how to get a job and how to keep it. Weeks three, four and five are
spent on telephones under teacher supervision trying to get job interviews in
the community. (See Attachment #1.) A bonus to these efforts is that 27% of
the remaining AFDC families in knit County have earned income averaging $365
monthly which enables them to raise their standard of living, learn job
skills, while raising their families with the dignity and respect that a job
gives people.

If the federal government really wants to reform welfare, it should recognize
and reward states and counties for the shortness of time that they keep
applicants and recipient; of public assistance on the system. That concept
would revolutionize the way they look at poor people in need. Instead of
rewarding directors f r carrying large numbers of cases, rewards should come
for helping people become employable and independent of the system. Imagine
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Page 2

looking at employable applicants for public assistance in terms of jobs,
training, rehabilitation instead of the current system of how do we keep them
from beating the system (error rate) or wondering how are applicants going to
get by without cheating the system, with the grants we know are less than it
is possible to get by with in our communities.

When over 60S of the children coming into the child neglect system and the
Juvenile Justice system are coming out of the welfare loads, it is time we
nationally do something that will work.

The following recommendation using proven Kent County policies and prog..ms if
implemented for half of the AFDC-Food Stamp applicants in the U.S. could lower
caseloads by 20% in two year while raising their standards of living.

1. Keep People off Welfare:

a. Child support advancements. With federal leadership and states
following, major gains have been made in child support in the recent
years. Even greater gains are necessary. I believe mandatory wage
assignments are the most expeditious ways to get support from
absence parents to meet the needs of children. Public campaigns
stressing the responsibility of absent parents for the support of
their children and establishing this as a national priority would go
a long way toward resolving this issue and keep a lot of low income
single mothers off welfare.

b. Time limited GI Bill type grants. People defined as employable
making application for publ c assistance are usually more receptive
than any time thereafter to enter into the employment market.
Although applicants must face bills, adversity, the embarrassment of
making application, etc., they would prefer employment to welfare.
I would propose that applicants emergent needs be met for a period
not to exceed 60 days beginning with the date of application.
Processing of the application and receipt of emergency assistance
would depend on daily involvement in job clubs or other prescribed
employment-seeking or assessment activities beginning with the day
of application. If the potentially employable applicant does not
find a job within the designated job search period, an assessment
should be made to determine the need for and availability of
education or training that would lead in 3 to 12 months to
employment. Particularly in metropolitan areas where more than
85 percent of welfare recipients live, there are public and private
training programs, junior colleges, college training programs, ;wade
school and high school education programs. With counseling clients
would apply to be accepted or assigned to approved programs.
Applicants could be certified for a Si Bill type grants requiring
their regular participation and satisfactory completion of the
agreed upon program. Training facilities in turn would be paid
tuition costs based on a fee for registration and the fee for
satisfactory completion. Grants could exceed the training period by
30 or 60 days to allow for job search through the usual employment
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channels. If no employment results then consider AFDC. The
recommended definition of "employable" for

this project would be;
'all abled body adult applicants and out of school teen-agers
without regard to the age or number of children. Exemption from
participation could be only for limited good cause. Logisticalbarriers such as day care, and

transportation could be managed by
vouchers or provided by the training facilities as in Kent. Failure
to participate in these programs should lead to strong sanctions
including cancellation of grants and referral of children to court
protection.

c. Teenage Mothers. Pregnant teen-agers and teenage mothers would be
required at application for AFDC to work out plans for continued
education or participation in agreed upon training programs leading
to eventual independence of the system. Failure to participate in
agreed upon activities would lead to cancellation of grants and
possible referral to the Juvenile Court system or other less
desirable support system including

insisting on return to parents,etc. See Kent's demonstration project, attachment 42.

d. Disabled Persons. Depending on the type and degree of disability wewould again recommend emergency
assistance for the first 60 days

while a complete assessment is made regarding the degree of
disability as well as the potential for rehabilitation. Week-long
employment assessments have proven extremely successful for helping
persons diagnosed as disabled become contributors in employment,
active in training, and active members in society. Out of 229
referred for this assessment during the last 18 months, 43 found
employment or are currently in job training, 34 have disappeared
from the welfare roles, and 45 have transferred to supplemental
security income because of conclusive proof of incapacity. Peoplediagnosed as disabled, who are granted long term lay-offs from
assessment, retraining and recycling find

inactivity contributing to
the incapacity and not recouperation, see attachment #3.

2. Other Areas Needing Reform:

a. Housing. Is fast becoming a national crisis, changes in the income
tax laws, decreases in federal housing

initiatives, and an expanded
population during a tlr' of limited building is putting great
pressure from the standpoint of quality and availability of low cost
housing for all levels of low income families, welfare recipients,
and disabled. National housing policy must be developed which
ensures affordable, uniform, minimal housing that meet reasonable
codes that are uniformly enforcec.

it, 5.. irii,as for home or condo
ownership by single parents and lc income families are needed to
stabilize our otherwise highly 03 le families which in the end
result in tearing at the human fabric

that stabilizes our schools,
neighborhoods, and human services.

b. Child rearing. Targeted information on child rearing at all levels,
including pre-natal, post-natal, pre-school, and adolescents, are
needed by single mothers and two-parent families in the continuing
ongoing desperate attempt to rear children so that they can be
contributing members to our society rather than dependent members.
Within the current welfare system quality information could be

6.545
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targeted to the various ages groups as in the massive computer
capacity we now have in most states, highly vulnerable populations
needing sex education, more information on health needs could be
computer targeted. Consideration should be given to the kind of
information distribution used in the State of Maine where
educational materials were placed in supermarkets for all families
seeking help, see attachment #4.

3. People Continuing on Welfare.

a. Employment Training Opportunities. Some of those are described
under Item 1 in keeping people off of welfare should be made
universal for persons currently or continuing on public assistance.
I strongly recommend mandatory participation with strong sanctions
not to punish but rather to help poor people and their children out
of depressing poverty.

b. Automation of Eligibility. Rapid strides should be made at the
federal level to encourage states to maximum automation of
eligibility, verification, and monitoring. The paperwork jungle is
almost out of control in terms of caseworkers being able to manage
the quantity of paperwork ano complexity of the programs

I hope the above is helpful to you in designing legislation that will truly
reform welfare.

Sincere y,

KENT COUNTY DEPiRTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICsi

Evert W. Vermeer, Director

Ehv:p4
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Skill training provides participants whose skills have be-
COrye outdated or obsolete an opportunity to learn nen,
more salable skills

Wadi experience prondis on-thepb Palmy permitting
participants to improve work habits attitudes, gain
practical emenence, and showcase their tater ts and
abilities to potential employers

Ongoing lob Search
Upon completion of training program component re
sources. participants are reassigned to a rob club Most
training program components are Mort-term and time
limited An intermittent job search assignment assures
contmumg labor market exposure to insure participants
gamin/ employment within the shortest posubk time
and at minimum program costs.

Supportive Personal Services
An employment Services caseworker is available to dis-
cuss and assess any personal employment bamers the
ParbrIPants may be aPeneoccinglExamok alcoholum,
emotional &mesa health problems) and refer to aPPro
pule resources,

KENT COUNTY
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Population 144,500

Employment Base- 11.500 employers

Unemployment Rate- 10%

ADC Caseload 6 11001montt

ADC-.1 Caseload 500/month

CA Caseload 2 200lmorth

For further information call or wine

UM Calmly Departmeed
of Social Services

115 Franklin Street 5 E
Grand Rapids. M1 19507

Contact Person

Moses Poektra
&mei Program Manager

Phone. 1616) 2174117 I

KENT COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Richard U Both, Charsperson

lack / Schwab
Entz W Wahlfield

Martin 0 Both
Glenn G Lurch

Ands:* TkKraker
Roger G Laninga

Louise V Thomas
Jack D Bocicina

Thomas II Larnoreaus

Mike DeVnendt

William S Doyle

C Jim, Marsh
Katherine 0 Kuhn

Dan Kempker

Margaret E Byington

lames E Vaughn
George C Terllorsl

Elizabeth 13 Oppeoal

Beth M Bandstra

Kenneth 1 Papers

Richard 1 Platte Courtly Conmolkr

Phone 16161 771 3511

Kest Comity Social Services Board

Carol 5 Kamm Chanyterson
ranalCo M Vega, 1 Kr Chairperson[

Robert C Juno

Kent Canny Department of Social Services

Evert W Vermeer fluerm.
Phone 16161 2174005
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1983.84 PROGRAM RESULTS
2,846 JOB PLACEMENTS
ANNUAL IZED WELFARE SAVINGS
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PROGRAM
FEATURES HIGHUGHTS

Total Recipient Involvement
All non-exempt recipients are placed in Kent's Employ
ment Program immediately upon eligibility determine-
Hon This includes all employable General Assistance
recipients. all ADC-1.1 recipients, and all employable
ADC/R recipients with the youngest child over six
months of age Full time participation is required Ex
perlence has shown that many recipients previously
thought to be unemployable. have found jobs By semi
ing everyone, the program also targets recipients who
do not have the time to participate due to their engage
merit In other unknown activities

Upfront Job Clubs
Initial entry into the program is through Job Clubs Kent
County assumes everyone is employable and that labor
market exposure is the only reliable test of employab
ty This avoids placing participants directly into more
costly long-temi training components
Asa result, 1,613, or 56% of the program participants
gaining employment in fiscal year 1983-84 did so within
the first 30 days of receipt of public assistance (this
represents 43,351,840 in welfare savings

Time Limited Services
All participants are continc illy served for 18 months at
which time services are terminated This front end. t re
limited approach to service delivery permits Ken' to
serve 100 percent of the employable caseload wii4 a
limited amount of staff Kent's experience has shown
that Placement, are more likely to occur early on in a
person's receipt of public assistance

Self Placement Versus Job Development
The program stresses participants' responsibility to And
their own yobs and not rely on agency staff Results are
greater participant exposure to the labor market an Ins
proved yob retention rate and carryover teaming should
they again become unemployed

Integration of Community Resources
Public schools provide fob clubs, vocational and educa
bond assessment, and all educational related program
resources Colleges provide skill training financed by the
PELL Grants Local county funds are provided to plug
gaps in suit and federal funding The local J f PA
Agency provides training financed by the Joh Training
Partnership Act

PROGRAM FLOW
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ESSENTIAL PROGRAM
COMPONENTS

Joh Club
All program participants are first assigned to a fob club
Kent's program capacity can serve up to 600 new panne
mants per month Job club serves to assure extensive
labor market exposure to everyone entering the program
The program features two veeks of classroom training
in career exploration and Nib search training Career ex
ploration train lit covers sellesteem development and
life planning as well as stress management which
teaches participants how to change their perception of
and respond to stressful life events Job search training
Includes training on proper techniques in onteryleving
for a job The two weeks of classroom training no fol
lowed by a three week phone room assignment where
recipients practice fob search skills by using the
telephone and participating In Job interviews

Assessment
Those not gaining employment arc helped to evaluate
their sub club experience, define possible reasons vbv
they were unable to And employment and choose avail
able program components that may overcome the bar
nrers identified

Assorted academic, personality vocational and interest
tests are administered to assist the decisionmaking
process

Grant Diversion
Kent iS a pilot prefect county for the Michigan Depart
ment of Social Services Grant Diversion Program The
targeted population is General Assistance recipients who
have completed lob club Grant Diversion assists slights
recipients to And subsidized employment through care
ful client screening intensive employer recruitms in, and
limited wage subsidies
The employer subsidy is 1200 per month up to siv
months The employer rescues an additional $150
bonus for each participant hired after three months on
the fob and again at the six month period
Services arc delivered by contract through the local Joh
I raining Partnership Act agency and Itu bcparlinentof
lwbor liars are to expand giant eusraion to mad
ADC rvciptents by October 1 1985

Education, Skill Training,
Work Experience, Programs
Educational requires-a mot Notic,pants m tnercortroot
ham educational don lencies



Care

Finding ado. 'oak child cart. to ensure the mother's full
program participatmon is always a chalknge A (mama
with a lot al told cart rooting, agsncy helps partgop nits
dvittop a tIvikl Cant plan when they hate no family or
friends lo support them

COMMUNITY INITIATIVES
I Currently under tonsokration is the estahlishontin of

single educational site In the tommundy for pregnant
teens and teen parents rho so.i* rile woold ho. the
focal point for a coliPmaiM of SertICe including the
provision of on-site child care

II The development of a heat County pngnant ado-
lescent/teenage parent commomitt plan this will
proside

1 A comprehensive evaluation of poograni needs of
pregnant teens and adolescent pal. Ms

2 An analysis of rssources atagshig sown the
toommunity

3 A community conference to resew and root Ile
tosaitn community plan

1 A commitment of p3f1Mpaling organualmos to
Impleintnt the comprcholutt community plan amt
cooperate in the e.luAbon approach outIoned in
the plan

KENT COUNTY
DEMOGRAPHIC

CI I A It ACTER ISTICS

l'opulabon 114,500

Lmilloymitrit Base 8 500 employers

Irritmplo)mtnI Rah 1014

Allta Cassload 6,600Imontl,

Al)C II La.stkr.id 500/Innoth

1.,N lattload 2 2iX)/mon111

Slonor Mather Caseload 160

ou)rt):

714
RENT

"new*

KENT COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Ifithad I) Both Chairman
Jack 1 Schwab William S Doyle
Fitts W Wahllicld G Jane Marsh
Marton It Booth Kalhenne 0 Kuhn
Glenn G torch Dan Kempktr
Andrew IA Krak.r Margaret E Byongton
Roger 1, laninga Juno to Vaughn
Louise V Fhomas Georg, C TtrIlorstFor fsther information call or write lack D Boglema Elizabeth B Oppewal

Kent County Department of Social &nuts Thomas II larmon..ms 1,th M Bandgra
115 Franklin Shea, S E Mike [kV nendt Kenneth 1 Kuipers
Grand Rapids, MI 19507

Richard 1 Halle. County ( ontn.11,7
James Poclstra Phone (61b1 771 3511

Services Program Manager
Phone (6161 2176117 Kent County Social Scrtites Board
The Salvation Army Carol S hilmAra Ch.itivr.on

1215 East Fulton S E Grand Rapids MI 19503 Frantisto M Vega, toe Chooperson
Captain Robert Thomson Robot C Jamo

Booth Services Administrator
Phone 16161159.9168 Kent County Department of Social Services

Evert W Vermeer bawl&
Phone Iblb) 217-6005

658

Attachment 02

THE
KENT COUNTY
DEPARTMENT

OF SOCIAL SERVICES

AFDC MINOR
MOTHER PROGRAM

1985

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES ACHIEVEMENT AWARD

GOALS
HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION
INCREASED JOB READINESS
REDUCTION IN WELFARE
DEPENDENCY
IMPROVED MATERNAL AND
INFANT HEALTH

PREGNANCY PREVENTION

THE SALVATION ARMY
BOOTH SERVICES OF

GRAND RAPIDS
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School Dropout Rate
rational statistics shone that only 33% of pregnant
teens continue in school. (March of Dimes ct sheet
8183)

Kent County results show that 60% of the program par.
timpants are attending school regularly

)elly of Subsequent Pregnancies

National statistics show that only 40% of teen mothers
who deliver before they are 17 will not have a Wise
quent pregnancy before they tam 19 (Mott Foundation
1981 Annual Report/
Kent County program results show that 85% of pro.
gram participants have not hart a subsequent pregnancy
since participation in the Minor Mother Program

Maternal and Infant Health

National statistics show that 20% of pregnant teenagers
do not receive medical care until the third trimester
(Cuttmacher Institute 10811
In Kent County all provam participants receive imme
skate medical care

PROGRAM FEATURES
HIGHLIGHTS

Total Recipient Involve ont

Michigan exercises the Title IV A option to pronde AFDC
to the unborn Assistance is provided as soon as eligibility
can be established, erih charge back to the state up to
the last foor mont's of the pregnancy
Sei.t County serves all AFDC recipients, age Ii and
below, who are pregnant andlor enting This 'poop of
mothers are considered to be high nsk not only medically
but vocally as well While -' this group are lining
with their families, n e parents grand sothsrs 4^%
are loam on their own They special probler. s, as a
minor e r the law, functioning in an adult world For
example, housing opportunities, once they cannot sign a
lease, are severely limited

Immediate Prop am Involvement

All minor mother rempients are identified at apolication
or when a teen pregnancy is venlied, and l n one
Income Maintenance caseloa: This how law
Worker then immediately refers the mg a to the Ser
site Contract., The Silvatii n Army, Boo Services

With all members of the targeted client group on ore
Income Maintenance caseload, 100% referral is assured
Other advantages of having a speagred Income

0141111,041RX I.JallUdli 'LAMS 01,11, N.1,11.1. WV .41.1 tics,

ing only to deal vnth one Income Montenaice case
worker, thereby establishing a good working retain, r up

Additionally, the Income Maintenance case so and
the service provider share a concern for minor moths s
and a comsat moot to the same goals for this special group
of young women Each reinforces what the other says in
contacts vnth their mutual clients

Integration of Community Resources
Public schools provide v'l education resources The
Public Ilealth Department is involved in providing needed
medical services for both the minor mother and her
chilikrent Through the services of Commumb Cord
dinated Child Can irS.C), a child care plan is established
so the teen mother can attend school Numerims r tier
Somal Service organisations are regularly tapped In
respond to ; surly of needs

PROGRAM FLOW

AFDC Penitents
Pregnant Teem
Teen Parents

Eligibility Determination
Income Maintenance

Satiation Army
Program Intake

Assessment

Child Care IAttreach

I m.o./train rig
Placement

Commimay

Soviets Cruet Counseling

COALS
Ii.gh school Completion

Inerased /oh Headiness

Redueiton in as elfre Dependency

Ineflneed SI knot and Infant ttnalth

Pratt, ) Proentinn

IL

1..,.)JLiX I Irtl. I lelililsrtP1
ZOMPONENTS

Outreach Services
lhese sennes are provided In trained social corkers who
vim program participants in their !tomes This cnc trcone
contact h es proven to he the strongest and most moor
taut component of the p ogram Po- outreach scniees
build the relationships rat are necessan to get the
program participants involved in the other phases of the
Minor Mother program

Croup Counseling Sauces
This is done in aorkir g closets with all of tne Comm
public schwas Tune has been arranged dunng
hours for prise young women to he involved in tl
50,11111% 1,1 dings are also 'et for alter sell
L,(111110 Ionics addressed are life skills be
housing issues comparative shopping etc I
child care issues, employment skits, rela
°alit), decision making and self-esteem

Community Friend Volunteer Sup

nity
non!

e gn nip
d n the

budgeting
health care
nshins, sex

port Serssces
I he commxmly friends hate become role mode's kir the

women tle) sole, helping to fill the gaps which the
clients line missed in their own homes They base also
provided a 'Immo( function fur the participants when
stress leads are too high to cue for their child offenog
stipport in the areas which will help solve the problem
I he community friend spends at least one hour a week
soh the, as,sig .ed program participant helping in areas
that this young woman dent& s t olunicernm is cost of
!seine and can produce excellent results There arr cur
rends 12 trained (I 1111,11) friends

I du, atton and
Al, moo ain p,
A !ugh pxrcen
itt su hoot at
who are a,
I ash of
mem
progr

I d

raining Placement Services
(Tants go through a pluernen, process

age of these young women are not I coiled
lc tax ,d referral to t, zprograt, , and three

ending are doing so only on a marginal basis
c program parte,pants goes through an assess

mess to determine If placement in educational
ms r,r ph trifling is the most appinpnats

Lotion and Training Support Services
is wool worker acts as a hal, in ',Osten the schttol

ystems and the Minor Mother pr .gram The monitoring
of attendance aid the performance of the prngnan
el:mitts win, an enrolled In th ettocational pro.,
done h, a nnrilhls rerun funn The Poison l Ilaes or on
consents regarding alce me elm, cps,' ,I Wu, ,/,01,
'kids and harriers to attendance Ile Lintel tate transom
Lawn, etc I
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CONGRESSMAN MOYER STATEMENT - WELFARE REFORM

CONGRESSMAN FORD, IT IS A PRIVILEGE TO SUBMIT TESTIMONY
BEFORE YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE ON puBL:c ASSISTANCE AND EMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION. I WOULD LIKE TO TAKE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO
SALUTE YOUR LEADERSHIP IN ADDRESSING WELFARE REFORM. LAST
YEAR, YOU CONDUCTED SEVERAL HEARINGS REGARDING EMPLOYMENT
AND WELFARE ISSUES. YOUR KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE WILL
ENABLE THE 100TH CONGRESS TO PASS A MAJOR WELFARE REFORh
PACKAGE. IN RECENT YEARS, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS HAVE CAUSED
SOME DISTURBINC CHANGES IN AMERICAN LIFESTYLES. ONE SUCH
CHANGE IS THE HIGH RATE OF WEL'ARE DEPENDENCY BY MANY
AMERICANS. ACCORDING TO RECEnr STATISTICS, 12 MILLION
AMERICANS ARE CURRENTLY ON THE WELFARE ROLLS. MARYLAND HA:
HAD A GOOD NUMBER OF ITS CITIZENS RECEIVING WELFARE
SERVICES. HOWEVER, MARYLAND HAS ALSO BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN
SEEING THAT THESE SAME CITIZENS MOVE FROM , WELFARE ROLLS TO
R.YROLLS.

SUCCESS OF MARYLAND'S WELFARE-TO-WORK POLICY

INTRODUCTION
A PARAMOUNT GO/. IN MARYLAND IS TO ASSIST WELFARE

RECIPIENTS IN OBTAINING AND MAINTAINING EMPLOYMENT.
THE FOLLOWING PROGRAMS HAVE BEEN CREATED IN ORDER TO

ACHIEVE THAT GOAL: (1) EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES, WHICH
INCLUDh THE OPTIONS PROGRAM IN BALTIMORE CITY AND BASIC
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING (BET) IN WICOMICO COUNTY; (2)
STATEWIDE WORK INCENTIVE (WIN) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS; (3)
WORK SUPPLEMENTATION OR GRAN" DIVERSION; (4) THE
INVESTMENT IN JOB OPPORTUNITL.S (IJO) PROGRAM; (5) FOOD
STAMP WORK REGISTRATION; AND (6) THE YOUNG FATHERS JOBS
PROGRAM. BECAUSE OF THE SUCCESSES ENJOYED BY THESE
PROGRAMS, MARYLAND HAS ESTABLISHED ITSELF AS A NATIONALLY
RECOGNIZED LEADER IN WELFARE-TO-WORK INITIATIVES. IN FACT,
OUR PROGRAM MODELS HAVE BEEN USED AS THE FOUNDATION ON WHICH
OTHER STATES ARE NOW STRUCTURING THEIR PROGRAMS.

WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS IN MARYLAND
SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF MARYLAND

PROGRAMS INCLUDE:

o WIN: AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN
TAFDC) RECIPIENTS ARE REQUIRED TO REGISTER FOR AND
PARTICIPATE IN THE WORK INCENTIVES (WIN) PROGRAM
IF THEIR YOUNGEST CHILD IS SIX OR OLDER. SINCE
1982, MARYLAND HAS OPERATED A SERIES OF EMPLOYMENT
INITIATIVES WHICH ALLOWS TREMENDOUS STATE
FLEXIBILITY IN THE DESIGN AND OPERATION OF THE WIN
PROGRAM. "ROWAN ACTIVITIES OFFERED THROUGH
EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES INCLUDE REMEDIAL EDUCATION,
OCCUPATIONAL SKILL TRAINING, JOB SEARCH
TECHNIQUES, WORK EXPERIENCE, ON-THE-JOB TRAINING,
AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES SUCH AS CHILD CARE AND
TRANSPORTATIOM ASSISTANCE. APPROXIMATELY 12,000
WIN DEMO PARTICIPANTS HAVE FOUND EMPLOYMENT TN
MARYLAND.

o GRANT DIVERSION: ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF A TRAINING
PROGRAM THAT HAS PROVEN SUCCESSFUL IS WORK
SUPPLEMENTATION OR GRANT DIVERSION. THIS PDOGRAM
TURNS THE WELFARE GRANT INTO A WAGE SUBSIDY FOR
EMPLOYERS, MAKING IT FINANCIALLY PRACTICAL FOR
BUSINESSES TO GIVE WELFARE CLIENTS ON-THE-JOB
TRAINING. GRANT DIVERSION HAS PROVEN TO BE A
PARTICULARLY EFFECTIVE STRATEGY, ALLOWING
RECIPIENTS TEE OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN AND MOVE
THEMSELVES DURING THE TRAINING PERIOD, THERRRY
INCREASING THE POSSIBILITY OF RETENTION AFi_mt
TERMINATION OF THE SUBSIDY PERIOD.

660
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o IJO--INVESTMENT IN JOB OPPORTUNITIgat
MARYLAND HAS JUST LAUNCHED THE INVESTMENT IN JOB
OPPORTUNITIES (IJO) PROGRAM. IJO REPRESENTS THE
FIRST MEANINGFUL INFUSION OF STATE FUNDS LINKING
HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES, JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS, AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN A UNIQUE
PARTNERSHIP. CENTRAL TO THE IJO CONCEPT IS THE
NOTION OF LEVERAGING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMEN1
ACTIVITIES (LOW INTEREST LOANS, CAPITAL
INVESTMENTS, MARKETING) IN OADAR TO INCREASE
ACCESS FOR AFDC RECIPIENTS TO BOTH NEWLY CREATED
AND EXISTING JOB OPPORTUNITIES.' IJO ALSO GREATLY
EXPANDS SUPPORT SERVICES SUCH AS CHILD CARE,
TRANSPORTATION, AND MEDICAL BENEFITS WHICH ARE
NECESSARY FOR RECIPIENTS TO MARE A SMOOTH
TRANSITION OFF WELFARE ROLLS AND ONTO PAYROLLS.
IJO WAS IMPLEMENTED ACROSS MARYLAND IN JANUARY AND
PLANS TO CALL FOR A MINIMUM OF 1.500 JOB
PLACEMENTS DURING THE FIRST 18 MONTH PERIOD.

o YOUNG FATHERS WORK Pi: GRAtie FINALLY, THE STATF
WILL BE DEVELOPING AND IMPLEMENTING A YOUNG
FATHERS WORK PROGRAM. THE PURPOSE OF THIS
DEMONSTPATION PROJECT WILL BE TO IDENTIFY YOUNG
FATHERS WHO HAVE ADMITTED PATERNITY FOR CHILDREN
BORN TO ADOLESCENT MOTHERS BUT HAVE NO MEANS OF
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR THE CHILD. ONCE
SUCCESSFULLY PLACED IN A JOB, P PORTION OF THE
WAGE WILL BE EARMARKED FOR CHILD SUPPORT.

CONCLUSION

MARYLAND'S WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS /RE DESIGNED TO
PROMOTE PERSONAL AND ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE THROUGH EnurATTow
ARO ENTERPRISE, AS OPPOSED TO SIMPLE "WORKFARE" PROGRAMS
WHICH FOCUS ON WORKING OFF THE WELFARE GRANT WITHOUT
ATTENTION TO SKI'L DEVELOPMENT OR ACTIVE TRANSITION TO PAID
EMPLOYMENT. THIS IS THE lirZS VIABLE MECHANISM OF REDUCING
LONG-TERM POVERTY AND 'AWARE DEPENDENCY. FOR THE
INDIVIDUAL AFDC MOTHER AND FAMILY, WORK EATEN ECONOMIC
WELL-BEING AND PERSONAL PRIDE. ACCORDING TO THE DEPARTMENT
OF LABOR, NECESSARY LABOR FORCE GROWTH THROUGH THE YEAR 2000
MUST COME FROM SECTORS OF THE POPULATION -- SUCH AS WOMEN,
YOUTH, MINORITIES -- WHO HAVE TRADITIONALLY NOT BEEN TAPPED
AND SUFFER SIGNIFICANT EMPLOYMENT BARRIERS. DEVELOPING THE
PRODUCTIVITY OF EVERY AVAILABLE WORKER la AN IMPORLANT
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONCERN FOR ALL AMERICANS.

UNFORTUNATELY, DWINDLING FEDERAL RESOURCES HAVE
SERIOUSLY IMPACTED THE NUMBERS OF PEOPLE THAT CAN BE SERVED
THROUGH EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS. LAST YEAR, STATE RESOURCES
COULD ONLY SERVE 3,500 PEOPLE ka ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS IN JOB
TRAINING AND JOB SEARCH ACTIVITIES. THE STATES THAT HAVE
MADE SIGNIFICANT STRIDES IN GETTING PEOPLE OFF WELFARE ROLLS
AND ONTO PAYROLLS HAVE DONS SO WITH EFFECTIVE PROGRAM MODELS
AND CONSIDERABLE INVESTMENT OF STATE REFERRALS.

MARYLAND HAS A STRONG FRAMEWORK UPON WHICH TO BUILD ITS
FUTURE WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS. THE STATE IS COMMITTED TO
DESIGNING AND IMPLEMENTING PROGRAMS AIMED AT MAKING THE WORK
FORCE OF MARYLAND INCLUSIVE AND PRODUCTIVE. HOWEVER, WE NEED
RESOURCES TO CARRY OUT THIS COMMITMENT.

MARYLAND'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FEDERAL
LEGISLATION ON WELFARE REFORM

ANY FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION MUST 'ESSTST
WELFARE RECIPIENTS IN BOTH OBTAINING AND MAINTAINING .
PROVISIONS I WOULD LIKE TO SEE INCLUDED IN A WELFARE REFORM
PACKAGE INCLUDE
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o A CONTRACT BETWEEN HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES AND
RECIPIENTS OF CASH ASSISTANCE THAT REQUIRES
SERVICES ON THE PART OF THE AGENCY AND ACTION ON
THE PART OF THE CLIENT ENCOMPASSING EDUCATION AND
EMPLOYMENT.

o COMPREHENSIVE MANDATORY WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAMS
SHOULD INVOLVE EDUCATION, JOB SEARCH, 112AINING,
AND PLACEMENT, ENHANCED BY THE INCLUSION OF HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT GOALS IN STATE AND LOCAL ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY. EMPLOYMENT OR EDUCATION
WILL BE REQUIRED OF PARENTS WITH CHILDREN AGE
THREE OR OLDER. PARENTS OF YOUNGER CHILDREN WILL
BE REQUIRED TO PARTICIPATE IN A MORE LIMITED
PROGRAM OF EDUCATION, FMPLOYMENT, AND OTHER
ACTIVITY TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY OR STRENGTHEN
THE FAMILY.

o THE LEGISLATION SHOULD ALLOW STATES
FLEXIBILITY IN THE CHOICE OF WELFARE EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAM ACTIVITIES, ENCOURAGING TARGETING OF
PROGRAMS TO ASSIST THOSE WHO ARE HARDEST TO SERVE,
AND EMPHASIZING PROGRAM COORDINATION.

o ESTABLISHMENT OF A CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM IN ALL
HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES TO HELP FAMILIES ASSESS
THEIR NEEDS AND RESOURCES AND TO IMPLEMENT AND
MONITOR THE AGENCY- CLIENT CONTRACT.

o ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE AND COMMUNITY STRATEGIES TO
PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY INCLUDING EARLY
INTERVENTION WITH FAMILIES OF AT-RISK TEENS.

o ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL, STATE AND LOCAL
CONSORTIA TO FUND, DESIGN, AND EVALUATE ADOLESCENT
PREGNANCY INITIATIVES AIMED AT PREVENTION AND
SUPPORT SERVICES.

o REQUIRE HMS TO CONDUCT AN ON-GOING EVALUATION OF
4ELFARE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS INCLUDING THEIR
EFFECTIVENESS IN ACHIEVING THE GOALS OF THE
VARIOUS PROGRAM AND THEIR IMPACT ON OTHER RELATED
EN,PLC.:MENT AND TFAINING PROGRAMS.

I LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH YOU; MR. CHAIRMAN, kiD
THE MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE IN BOTH CRWTING AND PASSING
WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION.
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SUMMAIY

A consensus has emerged that s 41t recipients of welfare should do more to
help themselves, either wort. look for work, or enter education or training The
main goal a welfare refers should ha to assure this. by involving more recipients
in employment programs Evaluations of recent 'workfare' programs suggest that
they can raise participation quite sharply. even if the economic gains they
generate for the recipients or society are limited.

However, it is easeaUsl that the programs be mandatory ParticipatioL in
them must be required for employable recipients, not optional Tb main &Kenai-
nant of whether such programs more clients into jobs is the share of clients they
obligate to participate actively The joke available and other constraints are less
important. Voluntary programs ary appear to succeed. but they serve mainly the
more energetic recipients who would be likely to off welfare anyway To reach
the sore seriously depentbat. activity must be required.

Liberals should not try to we workfare simply to expand social services
without obligation. nor should conservatives hope to use major cost savings from it
The purpose is not mainly to change whet is spent on welfare. though that may
fellow It is to make the welfare experience less passive and long-term There are
also dangers that tee much will be expected from v-orkfare too soon and that
implementation will be neglected

Velfart reform should define more recipients as employable. particularly by
reducing the age of youngest child that exempts welfare mothers A gradual
lacrosse in partici olio& rates should be zandated Programs should emphasize
'Women' in available private jobs, and the provision of alternatives (training.
.,vernment jobs) should be limited A way must also four!! to help sore
low stilled men succeed as husbant sad fathers. rather than abandon ;belt
families to welfare. La return for working. their wages might be suppkaiented
through the welfare or tax systems Even as some national reforms are enacted,
dates should retain leeway to experiment further with workfare
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My name is Laurence H Mewl I am en Associate Proffttor ct Politics et ley York

University TMs semester I eat t Visiting Protector at the La Toilette Institute of Public affedrs et

the University tut VisconsinMadtion I have been studying velfere employment programs since

105 I meaty published Dirravi retitlemant. The Social Obligations of Uteri:late (Tree Press,
1906). a elan of the yore requirements and other obbgations to Newel social programs

slimmest has gathered to reform nerve. especially Aid to Familia, with Dependent

Children (AFDC) The an agenda is to require that more adult recipients cork or take other steps

to help themselves et a condition of support Measuret in this direction seem essential for the

vell-being of the recipients ea yell es the nation Belov. I rummer= some reeeons for this

movement 'what It might achieve. the political danger: it feces. and finally the essentials of

rafting itself

LALAMEII21121ik

The main impetus to reform is evidence thee long-term dependency her become a serious

prilelm in lineman velfere It is el the heart of the nail= s social problem_ e.'oeckally in the

lov-income erase of smear caw

It vat once thought that mar families on yellers remained there only fir short periods. and

that is true for about half the cam But according to the best recent reseerch, half the cases lest

snore then ten years. and 38 percent lent flee years on longer These longer-term cases dos/mate

the rolls at any given time I furthermore, prolonged dependency hits the mat distelvantaged

fecal= hardect Young_ never-teethed mothers vho go on arc vith a child under 3 tend to ray
dependent the longest. nearly 40 percent vill spend a total of es leer 10 even on the roils 2

A tumor reason for dependency is nonvork by adult recipients. nest only to separator' from

their rpousee $ Lack of earned income is even more ir portent at a cause of noverty /bout half of

all spells of poverty begin through a lost of ecenings end three-vierten of these end through a
gain in earnings teen for female he of families earnings ere the lending escape route air

Mary Jo Pew end. David T The Dynamin c Dean ce The Louie: tc Self-
Sufficiencr nude prepared for the Department cf Eeelth and Fureen Serrin (Dar/bridge Man
Urt Systems Research and Enic.r.eenng. June 1983) ch 2

2 Devil 7 Yllvood. -Targeting "Would-Be' Long-Term liocipi.mts cis AFDC rudy prepared for
the Department of Health and INIZEIS2 Service: Trinmecei Mehemet Policy ktseenth January
19915 p IIu

Plot and Ell vooe Tyne= cs of Dept-- ,
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poverty, more important than ether remarriage or gova-r-ileo. benefit 4 ?at tt is a route fey of

the long-term poor or dependent 100

There is little ream to think the problem will solve itself Only gout a quarter of AFDC

mother: era working or looking Its ',ark r e given tuaz stout half the level for cosqereble

divorced or sepenmed mother: in the general poptAetion. end the level is lover still for the long-

term avers After even tiro years on the roils. the chance that efemily tall 'work Melt off the rolls

is less than 5 percent" Vork WTI& have hardly changed in tee &Milt. awn though welfare

mother: hew became sere employable in that time 6

The mein purpose of the current movement is to =re that Lion of the dependent do

something to trip themedvas The busses purpose of AFDC used to be to free needy mothers to

slay at home to ream their chatter Today these is vtdesprend doubt that it u good for a stogie

artier or her ctdldren for her not to wit fOr long periods simoog families vith limited
t xenon aid wet arpersence, nonvork moth to ogee and depress the mother, mid it doss not

furnish tie ens* of competence that children need to see in their parents kleell r. *family

hes two parents. and beacon them they cer, both wart sod care for their children fall -Gee

Then the weber is the only went it is best thalehe 4wide hoc time between them Wks

Vide wirers largely supports action mid their chilken, there l concern elm stout poor

men Meet velfire families us crested when felbsel terse their spouse: or never merry them

Some :roe the tethers Woe to quarry the forum for AM. mica does not cover rwr,parent
oat es unless the father is unemployed More hkry, they leave because they despair of

supporting the family on the wee: they osc eery, or they are /rioted our es pox providers by the

mother: Terve reform ehoted not consist only of naps to make the =then work. necessee7

those these we lieenres we also omitted to oblige* the tethers v tk- more to support tear

fumil g'. end to help them function better a breadwinners

Ionvork is also her on the nondependent Polls show that Imericens ere-deeply dirt...sled

by atilt:re That they cripose is not dependency as such. =PP large number: of better-off

people rely on Socsal fectrity end other middle-dm benefit ercgreses Rather it is

IfyrtUnctIon al dependency, the feet that welfare adults often do so little to help theroselvh z

presence of a rubstennal clan of vorlang-eged. yet dependent adult: /norm: the American :deal

Mery Jo kw and David T Elivood. 'Slipping Into sal Out of Poverty The Dyne ins of
Spell: Jggiebeigriggigaegosem el.( 21, no 1 (Tinter 1986) pp 13-21

June Anita at el 'An Anal -ns of Time on Veers,' study prepared for the Depermm'
a Smelt and Rumen Services (Itethington DL The Urbino Institute June 1%4), pp 27-4?

6 Lavrence Y Need. fmcgar=lezegille5cnielalicelianill=ss.11) Tort
free Pros: 1'16), pp 73-4
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ate nation at equal chaos &raw ziagration of the bang-nen depirace..., a ententisd
achieve equality in this :merman sense rt u Sao vttai t stratain pcitti*ti support ftsr enters
and a mem* social policy'

IL/ALIZZILINMauttlugua

These facts have pa in guentoe the wave approach thatgovarnsent barb dependency
tshI moat tl f Since recipients went to sort, it hoe been mused that they all her they can
A number at tapers:ea 'Where have been thought to keep theta from sorting lack et fobs Of
child On. miss or We stills, or the Stincantiva b wet aimed by Where itself Gcsarnsent
aunt ream these inpa lsents. and than Use adult poor vi/1 go to 'ark without special
jwospting

This vs the reaming behind the any taistit-crteneed program the Great Society
Wanted to try to rein lark 1r s Thew included gcrvernsent trelning progress for
alsadvanteged sorters end rsau, In 1W, UDC recipients 'ere ahead to beep part at any
learned income mshout any deduction from thee grants, to crass a stronger inactive b eork
During the 1970e, large numbers :Xs:mammal jots we cremel for the sarsoudy oriesployett
sac y at this sabre reapients

Bowser, reesarch end aperients have not shovn the barriers to be very rubetenttel
Tavecielly, tie of es teat a ina-pass sax was vanity mile* The dawns, if eny, are in
rural urea, not in the dna' 'bare lettere it concentrated The presenoe of large numbers of
illegal dims vatting in urban eras is me sign atilt The ion of Idediceitl coverage is en
kuporent deterrent to eat but welfare itself is not This is not to ray that wort is eery for
reifere ashen, only that it is not WOW sore &flour for that than for other single sabers.
sort of vhcs now are working I

perhaps for this ream none of the baneflt-oriented progress shoved such uipect on
wort levels Some at them annerated vorthehile sins fur the wrathy of ret.iptelltt but none
causal this to wort son rtestly in the be dreary arreilaoLe in the privets sector is
pertioler, writ incentive' did not perceptibly rein esplayseat levels in *TX nor wort
effort Atop etas the incentives we largely eilsmused in 1901

7 Masi PP 273k
Levrenas Y Meal. 'Von end Dependency. Per I The Problem and Its Causes paper

yr-men for the ith:* Desentlancy Protect of the Buds= butte, September 1906 per III and
The Posnuai for Tort Inforcesect Shaft et unpublishel lover

9 Lawrence Y Mead. 'Tort and lepeseency, Pert II Per Policy and Propiceell paper
ensue for the Ware Depenfancy Prow of the Dodson bartitee September 1906, rep
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11 his becaMe cheer that canyon is tom, less io barriers, than to the spacial inhibitions the

keglers poor haw WS seising laritilied iote, the kind at aocesibie to thee Despite a
theirs is =rt. they haw lifricotty sneering the rowdy, oceueinad wet effort necessary to

overcome poverty Hang feel that *die wort is deeirebie, the rescesienity for achieving it

rstr sett.: goverment Bich asst loess a lob, swap ' A cars, sod is on Others ere is

War hawing to tab umItilled Jobe that pay lese than II .norm for the meow The fire
Stasis seems aces impatient for Mitre mothers, the sped for mil:11W man le

?roe this proactive. the softies with peet Mere progress vs Oat they we
permissive. They did not dourly require the dependent to set in return tor bandit: Especially.

MC his not mennety required melt recipients io yore. The Wet Inactive (iN) program is

seemblisbed in 1967 to Ty to place esployable reciSentt in set or training, bit it has suffered

from hailed solarity Mothers with prochool children ere misled, thouri they aspen the
hit at adult recipients nut only those third at AFDC elute even hems register with VD1

And at these, only about a third hew 10 do setting active to retain their seers grants T1 e

are acuesd informally by the matt, pertly cite to Waited fueling And ewe for those who

participate. the requirement is only only to loot for wet. not acluely vat 11

The participation =maim as especially leporset became VII's performance Spends

mainly cm the share of the espioyebie recipients it obligees to participate actively The higher

that proportion. the higher the :lore of clients trio eels Jabs Caapared to low participation. the

constraints posed he clients' lose &Me or th, limited lobs regale as such less important 12

The 1961 reforms in LIDO ware, in pert designed io winter these problems Stow could now

Institute sore rainiest wet requirement ex, they wild obligee, mothers with children is

young at 3 Since then. sort rue; haw implemented new metre wet progress or some kind

The progress cover, es yet, only a mall pert of the velfwe melted. and such of manse reform

comes davit to deciding which of the new rapigeiuns &odd be sandaled for the nation

The wet publicised of the new options vs 'workfare: or a mut:amens ,hat esplcreible

climate -yore off their grants in government }obi But since the new programs involve limy

other strategies er vcil. 1 use 'writ/tree to cover ell mandatory actrruties axed et increasing

client independence, indult:1z all zation, raining. end prtwite-sector pt search a well as public

employment

1 I Meat "Work led Depends c7 Per pert TV

I I list fievoed TsaltineeL du 3. 6
la Laws.). lt Meat "Posential for 'ore tar-ar-leitc: end e.:"ert

Work VIII in Besse rick State NWT sit 18 lac 2 ( :rte r: : 9fr.
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Severn af the new program hale been mused by the Manpower Demonstration Research

Corpareeion CilDRC) The mutts suggest that infen employment can raise the amines ot
particiyonts and the ham they volt alter they lame the wares h cao reduce their

dependency The affects are greatest for the aost disadventeged red:Amu exactly the we Teem

most to reach These *monk gains ere mortise, impressive for sr,.e programs, but not Cu at

line with the impact' of earlier %dud training programs

They we important minty bee- we %system that it is not itrationii to puma workfare To

require wort Is en economic gain for both the recipient and government in mar cam It

domed' en inaimee in spec ilng for administration and support cos, especially child care,

but much at the cart is recouped from sayings in trelfere ae edational recipients enter fobs IT

no the other hand. there is no protease the welfare will reams velttre rolls by Wire

icier mason in the short run liar eel it astwince meanie equality in the sense of realising

'.,raga income' for redpients So training program can overcome the micas deficits in

e ducerim and tent drills that moot long-term dependent adult' terve Thile earldom an reise

e erninp, ft tee this mainly by cawing clients to wort son hour: in the rudimentary jobs
they can already get it dose not much improve their Inge 14

The economic effect: of vortfare may be Ism important than what I all its patinae! impact:

Time new progress haw raised participation in cork effort shts7ly Toe share PI eitployable

recipients participeing actively he typically been about half, well above the =el VIZ level

and in the beet-run reveres: (et_ San Diego and Vest Virginia) it is considerably above thee 15

Higher participation is wants to the economic moth at eortfere. but !r .11 afro or salus
Aral! To involve the recipients in 'miniver% activity would be veluable intrincseetly. and

wound meet the chief public concern about entre, even if them were no economic gains

The other important political remit is the the participant' themselves support the new

programs Large *t to wept the tarn= ct the wet requirement and feel positively about

their wart experience Required lobe seldom impart new sti'L. but neither are ther: "mete-
wart The main Neerwatian newer among thole wt ow aczignesent is Jur to 'wort air their

Isath Y Guertin. Tart Initiatives for Were ReciPiLlat (New York Mlw1Parfr
Carionrration Research rargration March 19%), pp 14-21, end Thetriaing Welfare With Wort'
Oles Tort lhnpower iseacinstruloo Research Corporation, December 1986), pp 18-25

14 meet -posectial for wort yitrorcrisese pp 8-9 Lawn j Been and Orley Athentelter,
The Effect of Direct j.sb Creation and Training Programs on Low - Skilled Yorkers,' in Sheldon H
DwagRaf and Daniel E Teinbert. eds. Ligt12023,1111LnaligrUlnialmaoleC
(Cambridge Maw Harvard University Press, MI6). ; Iii

1 T Guestra_ gaff haltiativat pp lb- 11, sod 'Reforming Welfare,"p 16
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grantsthey troulst prefer regular jobs 16 Activists who :seek for reciptisLa timidly appose port

requirements in principle The participants do not few feel they are being -forcer to work, tad

politiogly that it important tt it van 00AL-VIKIIII, nos Wittt 11172 faegiee seaktingrwuirementg

at nation& policy

Three things 'bout the new pumas shoo*, be straws* in ell of which they resemble VIA

nrst, thicigli required wort in medic Jab is Wand, most of the mines haw amplueimod

placement fa privele-sector Jobe instead. TL lemons en eats it it cheaper and that private Jobe

an ireneratly audible. A lob wastreint hes emerged only al rural weer, at beet at the

partic4mtten bleb arranly achieved.17

Second, the impact. Of the prelims ere cierpueble reprdlem at the straw chosen Some

program emphasise immolate )06 plasma with or without a public Jobs component, and some

ampliseise training, but the Moose is aueb the same imparlent but limited eccoomie gains

=pied with /skew participation) My interveletion is that olideolion is visa aims the

programs 1i It ementiel that some activity be frtfltiffe of recipients. It is much lees

ethic& flult ewe acttvfty b Ix* lurch. Wining, and education es m Immediate wort in

gewernment lobs can promote espioymentpro rhea they ere ram Cory 19

Third anorling to MK most Mew have not implemented wirtfire 'with a punitive

intent Vann anomie. few the the mom at wet mainsheets is only to at the Mk or
*Mr the noel from aeon( menace That sometimes has been the intuition. sepal:NOT in the

past end in 64tterti Assistance, stain -futtled programs that cover moody dope men But in AIM

workfare, at in Waft aim god is to 'after* a wort requirement Wats wenn nos instead

of it it is to rein ftoctianing Web user* the aguident eves If they risen dependent
Ambitions to saw moo and reduce dependency en impormnt also. but wooden

orkten bum fir been implemented only in some iocelitise, and unally only for new

applicants Air ATIC hat 110164 happen if it eon instituted ter the entire coesioult Thai is the

ado question witting studies do not sum In eh probability, the impacts wall Is worse in

some susses than they do for the uprimentel programs Adieu greedy rec6iving welfare.

aspecielly the keg-tern cam, an unary Uri employable than Aim who hew fur applied for it.

16 &wren. jorkkaggling, pp. 19-It end 'Reforming elfire: 17-le

17 frusrao. "Retonaing eiferm p 27 West Virtinia is the only sum owned by IdDRC that
hes had to ran mainly on government Jobs for wort fore

1 Guerra. ihiftraing Welfare. pp 26.2e
1 nil of activities pretarnd by a program is not tigniflointiv related to P'n

perfumes See Meat bpClItked and Paean Wort" p sod "Potential fix Wort
Calfercessaate p 9

a Guerin. Work laitiauvat, p I)
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so its economic gains at wince would be smeller. and axed talm more oinpurt me-Am to
realise Overall participation rate valid probebly be lover OM became the fal oweioad was
aloha!, the evregsra impact on be 'afire problem mould also be avatar

On current evidence. I believe it is feseible to implement a seriout volt reakramant for w
best half the employable recipients, end b do this &oddbe the goal Such a policy could vs lean
sake cork - necked activity, rather then inactivity, thenorm on 'afore And over time, this
voted do such to reduce long-tern dependency

IILD non s MIN

Despite the potential of vortfare, a meant% reform may *Mew became of the political
aistetas the manna is peons to in sociel polimeeking There is a very real danger that through
artimattip or overselling, vs rill expect from vcricfere whet it mance achieve end foil to
radial what it can

12Knundale

Vortfere does not affect the principle thee yellers is availableto the needy Its purpose is o)
change the character of Issisience But both left and right are tempted to use It to change the
went °feria is done for the poor. the Volitional bone ofartisan contention Some liberels
talk as if. through yellers reform, they could rewire the overblown valve stake of the 1We 19?Os
prior to the Reagan cuss Some coca:imam wilt as If rotors =le get rid of welfare a- ve know
it, or at least devolve it to lover levels of government Specificillusions include

Zee reprices trap Liberal plans for vorictere tend to emphasise new child care and
reining benefits almost to the exclusion of wor k obligaticc.. It it true, as noted above, they
tractirg se will as job placement can raise work levels Government can usefully provide
training or education to clients visa, through enhanced stills can :et better - paying Oa The
beet obligation teenage mothers can have is to gratedefrom high school A training strategy is
also poputir with recipients, se it ewers to their career hopes

Dui for most recipients the pins from trainingare smell There is title prospect of
equipping most clients for "better' jobe The Linger it that training becomes a substitute for work
rather than a prewation for it ?rawer move from one prr-tration course to smother and
09113f come to terms with the labor market es it is, to which far jobs they can get match their
apectreiceu It is well to remember that 1113 inverted heavily in reining in it lerly yews, up to
1971 Clients wee poled to school and colleto in Urge numbers, in hopes that 'hey could become
secretaries nurse's aides. or betturiciens Yew did, end anon of the rest remained on velfere rather
than take Sewer jabs We num not repeat that *Linke now



667

Must 'Principe. ter Ventre Raters- PIP .

Mr pe011e OM tow. Malaria it Os weft 6 dal Mill the brie pads jobe
liveittost tithe 11701. Ire Made adept the principle the the ustioyable dyad sorb ter
dmir asp" but aely is ornusstat fehe.n The Greenest it the SW say be ledieg, or that

t h u s t h e ads ere tee iludve ft be wed ft Wens wok. let See pseretly de add glees at a

IIPPosli kist litnerreat wed es peed, all the See ler sericters, may a assn pad et

widow te give areliblity le a pridie-setlor rthoeseet wales.

b test the mild& OM nth be Mews it untemenebie es lag es they sea bard
OWN* tor pay tad eanditiont. Pubes One 1110111th suet be raised Inters peliticdly, w

an sander see jab, ter Weds thrash raising the minima else or requiring Width
unstop. Dot the it ea bra alerts fns ate= rotors. V Job nudity it role* it sot be
dos ter an breed seekers. not NM thou an Indere. It is invidious end tabu to an ennoble

Mho* staid ter reddens ohm Mikes at odor America* solosedforo. do tech Set
everyday.

The public OM snap Isms the prodhlty at Oen* to dew esplersent es het soother
beeellt the dependent shoed receive fres etnernseen. the satire nth sot tern iv sent end

'elided penes nabs it it solves oedemas tether 61111 aright. It stet esebuis red See

ft ditch the Illelfillitt an Indy eacennulds hir malfeasant. son at which ere in the Wyse
solar. rertftwo surf IMAM, created! ICCOPINIC, Ilan /NM ; Mt homy, strodal
amp an. Vhile training esegolussent esploysent hale a rale in wetter*, they sun sever

dome the rarity.

The wad*, Irv. There it a saleney ftr dscueleet at sorkttre to thew an is cost
i s p l i e s k s t t e t h e r tea i s plc 1 1 , 1 01 1 / 1 M T O a n e a r s It Impale maw goverment it

Webs to dub Vesereer es tort. Vhile thin it am it it Wank a MI dth it. aloes*
Ms the preen et writers Slimly* seed sore scam the per. Rather, it it to &send
pater etehlty on the part tithe dement end spookily te race girth:twice Met is sub
pragre. Let et set that poi Old OM Ilfah Mat It sisiml to no& it

Isedly, caservatas ethen sum that the purpose embeds it to sale sow. Dot it
the gnaw sub % a say in to then roe, and dr sin Wean behind it it set ecteesie at di.
Midlie-date add theorem torilei est wetly Me than utters yet ere snob les
eselrevenid. In Ores =dap it pethially envie. es it toppele that the preen 0, sly le
ram go unseat) COMISIIeet to the poor. Rather, the epode it retied to vehud lend

11 the. en. Ilkley law "he Vat Mk thee," lharibisairs. jdr 7. MK pp. 22-73.
Ors lays be preen tetHealt le ski Wm* jobt, but di the adortesent in his sebum "odd
le *rev. public IIIMplomat
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mono and advance social intemition The is a purpose for vhich the public is wining to geed
mom rather than less

MN=
American said programs tend to be enacted with groat fenfere and little attention to the

1nelopmetit needed to make them 'work right. Too such s expected too loos and this twelersins

support for this In the kmg run. SpisifIcally, there it

Strrprosdriag. Inthultals for welfare sometimes rugges that it would transfers the
n atured depenJeneyovernight Dia It an be instituted rely sloely Current progress must be

emended from some to all caw in aims and sass without caw promise suet implement them.

That weld she argent leers at a minisum. Ispectrions ot such higher work levels or large

e conomic liffiftS WI bffind to be disappointed In the short run.

Politicians end the public has to accept that miters requires developing an

ets/sieumfier miss it involve ?Wilk authority stswhorspendag money. The
purpose is not morays deliver 'stelae r diem but to nutuire that they & something in

return. This second leek is such tougher than the firs aspsielly for the federal government

whose nodal programs typically has 411aribussd benefits to people without represents.

lapinmentation require, new routines for local agenda eta sore important the drvelopsent ot

shintery compliance on the part ot IVAN clients.

Jot by accident the leading sums in workfare, including Celifornia end Vest Virgin* have

long hisiorita d innovation in elfin employment They me reedier to OM with milers than
sat other suet To hunter the policy nationwide will require a long process ot administrative

development. Thu is a sobering prospect to politicians vivo need resits to display by the sat

abot,'

elscr of Impfragetation. Social programs tend to be legideed with inattention to hoe
they viii be carried out mete local Level. Middens neurally conantras on defining the face

et the program es it viii egpser to the redpientthe benefits and the eligibility nagbut this is

n ot enough. One must deo els Mee for the adslitistraton the viii come this to implement

the program as &signet net involves the funding errengssints, other regulations, and

reporting eyeless to alloy athinmon to follow vile is happening m tL local heel.

Congress mods to leave too such at this to the bureauceicy That Wove client and provider

groups to inf:tanoe the laplemenation in vas that say not serve national ends The essential

23 Meet afinlgiLlatigaligIL pp 13544
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MM. "Principles for Wren Raters' Me 10

wpm for isplemeastion *odd be mins into the Mr. Tor workfare test mem above ed
modeling :poodle participation Mel: by sped& dales fore Wm).

MN two much --r Halt Ankird proclivity is et institute what look like
premising are papaw beton enough is know 'bout them. This seen: that Snakes ere

insetWarulised which en than hen to correct. One musk vet Cam emity Acton which vet

Updated after my little planning. assiscoised may local cadets, nod new achieved its

pelandel.n

fortsalety, in workfare we have no decades of uprises to draw an. The period

eaperimentatIon neared is by the del reforms his been upecielly iaveltable. Sew ware left

tree le replace YIN 11th workfare or a umber ct other sans el* few Mord ?Kiddie's
Their medics coupled with the KW evdtudoes give ut &strong beds cs which to approach

11111110011 reforms. The Administration says. Ole righdy that nothing should be Updated that

has not proved Media local programs. A further argument for snots is this locedities feel

realer commitment to progress they hes imaged themeless.

llowter. the AA._ !_1fiveo else suggests the raters should mesa Me sore then

cestinued spartmealation. This anclution does pot fer.nr Some thing we dready know sort

in workfare, end they should be mendeeed Requiressate ter the 41191106121 also raise tench too

mans reef infortent for some Osier* not lo be eat by Conroe. It is time to begin reaping

Se horse of whet we ham boned. To do km meld amppoint the notion.

The following ere some things rafters cotttl sod Medd do Their moose b to colg1d121 on

*abed we have Semi and to said tht dangers above. Ids not pt into Malik but Mena timid

at leastaddrus each &thus areet.04 The first no are such the son isportent. is they

deursine the reach of work mut:menu.

Define more recipinetrattaployable cad hence sublect to a lurk or mining
requirement. This is one ado keys to higher wart knelt It MOW. StiO11 all. shaming the

imesption fres official employability that mother: now mats after childbearing Lows the

op of suntan child that grasps the mother fro. wort requirements from the current 6 nen

to 3. their:Id that it new optional for saw Older mother: would go into work or training, but for

1$ Donis' P Moraihon.
arm= Om Tort: Tree Pius, MO.

04 Much of the Mowing is bend op Moat Ihmcillmillogyal. pp 1444, end work end
Dapendsney. Part IL" pp 411-7
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Meat "Principle, foe 'Went hews' pep 11

wage when, the requirement voted nonealty be to stay in school through high school
gratheion.

I wed also recommend that mead setters ybo p on /Mitre have no grace period. They
mull be sublat to a vork education. or training obligation immediandy. to underarm that moiety

endorses childbearing only *thin wriest I on not sure. Downer, that such a distinction
wood be canstitunonel.

Raise partfcipatioa moat iha ear loyaela The partkipaion rate semi the
than of the employable recipient, engaged in required work -remed effort either met,
training, or Weise for work. The mein MOOD the roe it lov my is the excentiw power of work

program MU ow "hoe to obligate. Cwrent Net say they haw to wet Galley with only 15
percent of the employable clients to maid federal flee emotions. That level should be Mead

fairly quickly to 30 percent then pattathy to MC or more. This is the byte changing the *met
me' from a formality to a ratify for the employable.

mocentration on the para.:Lesion roe can also we the political problem saw, by
lengthy ispiemenestion Fo yorlfen. Activity Wads in the programs cm be rind more quickly

then economic impacts can be domonstrated. The public is quite reedy to wit for low metre
rolls if it is mewed, year by yew, the more and more of the dependant are doing something to

help themselves.

Strom:Asa rota' protraior' /oral authority The writ requirement is beet levied
positively and informally, be the authority of wart privreas wed be enhanced if their

sandiest we stranthened. Currendy, the penalty he noncoopartnion with the wk

requirement is only the the noncompliant adult's share of the Winn grant is ended. The rest of
the grant continues, supporting the children snit indirectly, the noncooperator or yell I vodd
cut off the entire pent This any seem druconic, but it is 'hat ye already do for videlons of

York requirements in food Stamm and unemployment insurance and for nonvork offences in
UDC

Currently, sort voltam nothets who ant wt requirements wrongs their awn child ewe
and prefer to do so Ds current rules alloy thee to desund that the egency arrange the care. a

route some we to postpone perticipation in work progress I mould shift the legal *Heaton to

arrange are to the mother, unless she presents evidence that are is unavailable Gownseent

you* howler, pay for the care, at it doss now

Limit altsrastirer to trot in araihrigo Jobs To be serious, work requirements hew
to stress work in existing prin.- sector jobs, men those (provided they we legal) that we menial

or low -paid Esployeble clients :WM be alloyed to look for a lob at their choice. but not
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Mat "Principles far Venire Reform" me 12

indetinaely. They should evantnetly hew to baler wen beer lobs in the prime serer or if
secemry.egrternment lab This weld be edidwient to borer blastileen's euggestion the
memenoe to families without requirement be time- baited. though I you'd set e shone ere
than ter were.

Limit Mining to axes who an profit five it and require them to &maestroe end meintein

evert history as a *wagon cf cf eligibility. Require 2m1 trainee haw waited prior to

training. Mit the Inge of seining, sod require "WNW to 'Jerk again before vilifying for
Mixer training. Only blow who Mw shown elemenitry wet as:Wane can wowed et
inking, and the experbece of low -paid work 1,111 elm mama them to profit free it.

Wit the rob of etnernment lobe lo Inforswent for primeeaector pleasant except in
awe with swifter lob Wormier Sink lobs ewt M arefully designed to assure the they ewe
decent yet do not ceases with wallelis pellets lobs. I valued confine them to entry -level

positions pitying the minium yew To mew Meer wires or promotions. recipients would

hoe to look to the prime sector They coda dowse Mich to regular government lobs. but
only by meeting the MAI civil service requirements.

krolop & program (Dr am. As mentkoed bow, men who ameba bailie and do not
wet regularly en a ardor came of the ware probate Recent reforms in child support are

deigned to require more absent fathers to contribute to their families But child support by itself

dos not ewe that the fathers have ermines to contribute. Nor does it help the fathers succeed

se breedwinnem so few cf Om sell! Mee their Mass in the first piece.

A wy suet be found to require the fathers wit ant at the sows thee, help them ern

more. The fathers on tougher to put under a wet obligation then the mothers. became Word

wet tens cm be lobed only on Woe who receive Mere benefits. and fey of the father, do

There en various mew the fetters eight be given more support contingent an their mating

Such a Davin wild Mow some of deem play tee breadwinner role despite by =ills. though

may wad still Meet it.

Ono approach is to reform the Unemployed Parent pert a ABC (ATDC-UP). 'Val et state

option, cows two-perent Mathes if the father is unemployed Rather then then 'orbit/ the
father to yak in UP. IVIUIPI his to sort full-time et e 000dition accts.:vie Welfare world
then become a me supplement ftr working feettrae The scheme would be afferent frov, pert

recce plans that proposed to cow the lotting poor in the definite eeploweent "-Add be

required of the father. not only a larch fbr wort

Another pottibUity is that work c 44 be enforced through the child rapport system Yule

%thieve came ',Niro nen to welt without wing them benefits. stew can. and WI could
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Met 'Principles for Welfare Patina'
Pogo 15

to required to do too a toedlion O receiving PVC moching grant Same Ian vould specify
that once served with a child support order, t father void have to enter a privets or, if
imeoessery, a public fob in or to fulfill it or face incarceration A third option it to expend the
breed Income to Ca.& EITC) to to Ow more MOO to lovieid eaplormant for ems with
families

Po Mee/Ma Is Isiolmatatigo Phase in higher pots:lotionMee gradually. I
would ghe Noes anent years to reeds the X) percent level motioned above, then Mae the floor
itT fin Dither Points *Oar mail the 50 percent level vas retched Then russets to me *other
the wet of modem end pecement yogi permit higher levels Politicilly, there is no moon so
hurry provided there is steady progress.

Oniougy, di speeder on hay this sod other perftrasece sworn en opereiondised The
peentiel of *voila by local progress is great. The Deportment of Labor already hesan elaborate
retiring rpm for its espoomeni programs, the inploommt Security Amassed Rescrting
Soto (l ARS) 111 categorise end routines mot be carefully mobilise end revisedto permit
Poo scatioring of wont enforcement.

Win mid the limoloyment Service, the agency thin orally performs Mb placement for VII.
Pre run until WOUbd MO wider performance lodes roome. Them arrangements funded

Mee program in part exertling to haw viii they prformel relative to odor suer in the

preview ems pried Tbm approach bed aftentegee over imposing fiscal patties for
seeperformance tub in heeding ant lest drank and invidious and hewsvows ism political
opposition MOM there should be podia, to enforce ridpation bob, performance funding
should be reinstituted so promo other desirable OUICOINS in eortfen, such It increesing the
ember V Job antries by recipients and rafting the Pas they receive 25

Costlier ezporiatatatier. While it is time to legislere tougher perticipoko

regulremeom nitionvide, vs have leerned such from the pest -1901 wort progress, end
Monition should continue. The Administration's plan for expanded asperimentesion her ouch to
commad it provided it supports, rather than SUPpieett the evolution ofa national policy
Further experiments should satisfy the enhanced stenthrdr 1111 out ONO, which express soy of
the "national gods' the Administration toff Kt for these 26 but now void be tooted to

strengthen wort rogolreamts still further, or r very other prowlers

15 far a &semi= tithe performance fondleg mom forneriy used in VIM, see John J.
Mitchell enekiszli

DS Deproment of Labor PAD lionograph 7$ stlungton. DC
US. Goverment Malls( OnSce. Ilia PP- I9-36. V)-%

14 Dolomitic Policy Council. law Woes Opportunity Yorkist& Grow. Dp./m.Pailffistinsak
italaillinaliA1110111212 December 1906. pp 11;-!,
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Statement of the National Council of Senior Citizens

for Submission to the

Subcommittee
on

Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation

Committee on Ways and Means

January 28, 1987

Jacob Clayman
wow. lawns. IND

The National Council of Senior Citizens welcomes this
opportunity to address the important issue of welfare
reform. Throughout our organization's history, we have
devoted special attention to the needs of the low-income
elderly who are one of the most vulnerable segments of the
United States population.

It is our strong belief that any endeavor, under the
auspices of welfare reform, should be an honest inquiry
into the needs of the poor and how to improve their lives
and not a veiled attempt to cut program benefits.

Dramatic changes to our social welfare system were
enacted by Congress in 1981 and 1982. Between fiscal years
1982 and 1915, id billion were cut from the Medicaid
program and 87 billion were cut from food stamps, according
to the Congressional Budget Office. Such welfare 'reforms'
ostensibly spared the 'truly needy,' but a recent Urban
Institute study revealed that, 'the promise of federal
protection for the truly needy and maintenance of wawa
effort on their behalf has not been met with respectE316i
low-incoma elderly."

The authors went on to state that, 'changes in the
major federal programs of Medicare, Medicaid, food stamps,
housing, and transportation assistance have affected the
low-income elderly in negative ways.' According to the
report, 'the poor elderly often face impossible choices
among food, shelter, utilities, and health care.'
(Source: Testing the Social Safet Net, Martha R. Burt
and Karen J. Pittman, The Urhan Inst tuts P , 1985.)

The current Federal commitment to the needs of the
poor is inadequate. Welfare reform must address the need
for a better standard of living for vulnerable citizens.

Over the past two decades, our nation has succeeded in
dramatically improving the economic status of the elderly.
But this success must not mask the fact that millions of
older parsons have not shared these benefits.

Poverty among the aged continues to be a serious
problem, with 1985 Census data revealing 12.6 percent of
persons 65 years an( over falling into poverty. Nearly 21
percent of the aged population fall below just 125 percent
of the poverty line.

Subgroups of the elderly are even more vulnerable to
poverty: women, minorities, persons living alone, and the
very old--generally considered those aged 85 and over. All
these subgroups are growing more rapidly than the overall
elderly population, a phenomenon which will present new
challenges to the welfare system in the coming decade.

ReN vow Ihwadwa, or rem C *Maw Prawdanob Raab WNW Nand von PraaNwa. Gawp J Raman NaNwagoon OG
laid Outs 1Wwhal. Downow weber Diana *Mown Pawl. von PraNdane. Ewnwn w :.saran WaNwesplon DC

leccabipTnowarec, Jai Ram, Oswalt McMillin Gamma CaNwaa, Rawl J Mote Now York
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The following chart, drawn from 1985 Census data,
Is the disparities in poverty among the aged.

1985 Poverty Rates

Total W:ite neck Hispanic

Men 65+ 8.5 6.9 26.6 19.1

Women 65+ 15.6 13.8 34.8 27.4

Total 12.6 11.0 31.5 23.9

Persons 65+ 20.9 18.8 44.9 34.8
Below 125%
of Poverty

In addition, older persons living alone are nearly
twice as likely to be poor as those who live with others
and the very old are twice as likely to be poor as younger
elders.

Even these power i data fail to 1 the actual
status of older Americans, for the Census Bureau poverty
thresholds for the elderly are eight to ten percent lower
than thresholds used for the nm-elderly. This dates to
the original development of the poverty line which assumed
that older people need to eat less than others. But,
according to Dr. Robert M. Russell, Director of Clinical
Research at the Tufts University Human Nutrition Research
Center on Aging, the aged may actually require a higher
quality diet than do members of other age groups.

It has been estimated that if the same poverty
threshold were used for persons of all ages, an additional
half million elderly would fall into poverty.

The primary means- tested income support program
serving the elderly is Supplemental Security Income (SSI).
Two of the most positive features of the BSI program are
that it provides a uniform federal benefit level and those
benefits are adjusted annually for inflation.

These factors prevent wide disparities in benefit
levels from state to state and ensure that the value of
benefits will not be eroded, over time. Unfortunately, the
base level of benefits provided is set at just 75 percent
of the poverty line for individuals; 90 percent frr
couples. While many states supplement these benefits,
almost none bring benefits above the poverty line.
Furtheimore, .any state supplements are not adjusted for
inflation.

The National Council of Senior Citizens believes that
Fe0eral SSI benefits should be raised to, at least, the
official poverty threshold.

It is also imperative that better information be made
available to the elderly poor about programs which are
available to meet their needs. None of the major programs
available for the low-income elderly--SSI, Medicaid nor
food stamps -- reaches more than one-third of the elderly
poor.

Studies have shown that most elderly persons who do
not participate in such programs either are unaware of them
or are not sure whether they're eligible.

Medical costs have been increasing rapidly, asking
affordable health care probler.tic for the aged poor, who
often have disproportionate nef! for such se:vices. Although
most older persons do receive Medicare benefits, there are
high co-payments and deductibles which can prevent adequate
medical care flr the poor and many crucial services, such
as eyegl , hearing aids and prescription drugs, are not
covered at all. In most instances, the elderly poor can
only receive Medicaid benefits if they are receiving SSI.

-2-
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Medicaid helps fill in gaps in coverage, and should be made
available to all persons below the poverty level.

Despite all the Federal eans-tested programs, the
true bulwark against poverty for the elderly is Social

amitirt ,01g, 4113 agcicigildlapaleoctIVIVallyinaing
comprises 77 percent of their income. Public assistance
is received by only 29 percent of such households and it
comprises just 14 percent of their income. Clearly, Social
Security lessens, but by no means eliminates dependence by
the elderly poor on the Federal social safety net.

The National Council of senior Citizens opposes
proposals to group all or most low-income assistance
programs into block grants to the states. In such
arproaches, adequate funding is always problematic. This
pressure, in turn, results in competition for funds at the
local level and requires that impossible choices be mad, in
serving a diversity of needs.

Under a block grant approach, there is no guarantee
that even current eligibility criteria and benefit levels
would be maintained for the elderly poor. In fact, if
current state welfare payments to families arl to serve as
an illustration, there is great cause for concern. For
example, Alabama provides a maximum payment to a three-
person family of just $115 a month. Even when Federal food
stamp benefits are added, payments reach just 46 percent of
the poverty line.

Furthermore, the Urban Institute study found that the
combination of block grants and Federal budget cuts already
enacted resulted in poorer services to fewer people and
made the availability of those services contingent on the
values and priorities of a jurindiction.

Existing Federal programs address the varying needs of
the elderly poor for income, health care, nutrition,
housing, energy assistance, and so forth. These program(
meet vital needs and should be retained. Their major
problems often stem from inadequate Federal funding,
problems which would only be exacerbated under a block
grant.

The *CSC is also very concerned by attempts to
poverty including the value of non-cash benefits. TLe most
serious flaw lies in the method for valuing medical
benefits, which has been harshly criticized by the U.S.
General Accounting Office. Experimental poverty counts
Which include medical benefits make poverty among the
elderly appear to ,,anish--simply because older persons have
much higher than average medical costs. But the effects
of poverty do not end simply by finding a nee way to
shuffle the numbers.

Any attempt to value non-cash benefits as income and
then limit such assistance to the current poverty level
would be devastating to the elderly poor. Such misguided
efforts would cause particular hardship to older persons
who are very ill.

The National Council of Senior Citizens believes the
problem of poverty in America is serious and is worthy of
critical examination by policymakers. Our nation must not
tolerate the lives wasted through poverty and 3hould
immediately devote the resources necessary to eliminate the
suffering it causes. This should be one of our country's
highest priorities. Welfare reform which truly alleviated
poverty--not simply budget cuts and shifting of responsi-
bilitywould be an achievement for which our nation could
be proud.

-3-
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Statement by

The Honorable Michael G. Oxley

February 26, 1987

Committee on Ways and Means

Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment

Mr. Chairman and other distinguished subcommittee Members, i am

pleased that in the context of your considerat5-n of welfare reform

proposals you have solicited the input of Members from outside your

subcommittee. I commend your recognition of the size and scope of

thy task before you and before the membership of the Congress in

this area.

I am right now preparing legislation which is meant to improve

our child support collection laws.

Under current law, when a non-custodial parent refuses to work

or is paid on a cash-only basis, state enforcement efforts are often

stymied because such parents can escape garnishment. In this unfor-

tunate situation, the custodial parent loses, and in many cases

there the custodial parent or child is receiving some sort of fed-

eral assistance (such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children

program payments), U.S. taxpayers also lose.

The legislation we are preparing would give the states an

additional enforcement option or tool to employ in attempting to

collect overdue child support payments from non-custodial parents.

Basically, states which are unable to enforce payment of overdue

child support could require that such non-custodial parents perform
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minimum wage rate public service employment sufficient to reimburse

the government for any costs resulting from nonpayment of child

support.

While the states are, and should remain, charged with the

primary responsibility in this area, in some cases separation or

divorce will result in the non-custodial parent moving to another

state to establish residence. In some states, such as Ohio, this

creates an extradition problem because nonpayment of child support

nay be a misdemeanor of!ense. In my view, the need for some sor' of

federal action in this area is apparent.

There appears to be support for such action among officials who

deal daily with child support cases. In Knox County, Ohic, local

officials have been requiring some, form of public service employment

in certain overdue child support cases for nearly a year now. They

have found their local program to be effective in encouraging non-

custodial parents to work harder at obtaining gainful employment

sufficient to meet their child support obl gations.

I' sure that mai& of my colleagues in the Congress have heard

repeatedly about problems in the area of child support enforcement.

I would encourage your subcommittee to look closely at these prob-

lems as you consider a welfare reform proposal in this Congress. If

I can be of any assistance or can provide you with additional infor-

mation as you continue efforts to develop a welfare reform proposal,

I hope you will contact me.

Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF THE
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION, AFL-CIO, CLC

On behalf of it 850,000 members, the Service Employees International Union

(SEIU) welcomes this opportunity to comment on efforts to overhaul the nation's

welfare program. On the one hand, many of SEIU's members help to run America's

welfare system, which currently pays cash benefits to II million Americans.

Thousands more staff the Employment Security offices which have played an

important role in the Work Incentive Program (WIN). On the other hand, our diverse

membership also includes many building maintenance workers, nursing home

attendants and other service workers who have moved up out of poverty.

The welfare reform debate now occupies center stage. A consensus on how to

reduce welfare dependc cy -- through emphasis on education, training and work -- is

rapidly emerging. However, there is no consensus on how much to spend.

At the outset, SEIU stresses that genuine welfare reform must involve a major

commitment of federal dollars. It's encouraging to see that welfare reformers are

recognizing that child care 1, central to efforts that raise the labor force

participation of AFDC mothers. Yet, any meaningful proposal must deal with the

fact that the federal government has cut childcare assistance -- ma:nly through the

Title XX Social Services Grant -- to the bone. Title XX money has been cut by

over 25% since 1981.

Similarly, we must expand Medicaid coverage to low-income families who work

their way off the welfare rolls to cement the changeover from welfare to work.

Yet, only 46% of those with family incomes below the poverty line get Medicaid,
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down from 63% in 1975. And we need intensive training and job development

programs to improve the skill levels and hence "employability" of AFDC recipients

All these training and support benefits are costly in the short run.

We must not be short - sighted Without full funding, we doom a welfare-work

strategy to failure from the start In the long-run, a well-designed welfare initiative

may save a substantial amount of money as It gets people off welfare rolls and onto

payrolls.

A successful welfare-jobs initiative must offer a wide range of labor market

assistance, including: (I) career counseling, (2) remedial and vocational education,

(3) job training and (4) job placement. All of these 'nvestments in human capital

have been shown to break the cycle of poverty.

But offering real educational and training options will not, by themselves,

assure self-sufficiency. The education and training pay-off can be maximized by:

1. Voluntary participation in the program;

2. Trained career counselors who have a realistic knowledge cf the labor

force and the resources to do the job;

3. Agency Performance Measures that emphasize education and other longer-

term investments as well as job placement,

4. A bill of rights that protects the health and welfare of the family during

both training and a transitional period to full independence; and

5 Work experience not workfare.
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1. Voluntary vs. Mandatory Participation

There is much controversy surrounding whether the programs should be

mandatory or voluntary. Proponents feel that a mandatory work program is part -

and- parcel of a reciprocal obligation in exchange for benefits. They also believe it

is needed to reach the hardcore unemployed. Opponents feel that s ch a policy has

punitive overtor

Unless funding is open-ended, SEIU believes that participation in these

programs must be voluntary, if welfare reform is to succeed. A voluntary program

can build a base for ty,litical support by doing a good job with a manageable number

of motivated volunteers. This political support will attract more dollars in future

years to speui on the costly intensive training, child care support, and Medicaid

expansion activities. This is the lesson of ET Choices in Massachusetts and Head

Start at the federal level

Our members who work with ET Choice in Massachusetts find that "freedom of

choice" together with providing real service options is the best way to attract and

motivate participants, including hard-core AFDC recipients, into their programs.

Today, there is a waiting list of applicants that stems from its high job placement

rates. The state reports that 80% of unsubsidized job placements are in the private

sector. (See Appendix.)

On the other hand, California requires that all eligible persons be in one

component of the GAIN program at all times. Furthermore, enrollees must sign a

contract which outlines their responsibilities for completing various components of

the program, including workfare. A severe fiscal budget squeeze threatens to make
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the GAIN program highly punitive. It also makes it less likely to reach the long-

term welfare recipients with significant barriers to employment.

A mandatory program is also anti-family. The fragility of child care

arrangements, frequent childhood illnesses and unsympathetic employers can force

parents to choose between their jobs and their children. Political and budgetary

pressures to produce high participation rates or caseload reductions could lead to

inferior child care placements or worse yet, growing numbers of latch-key children.

Welfare reform must recognize that our children are top priority; they can not be

thrown into unsafe homes and into the streets.

2. Trained Ca Counseling is Critical to the Success of a Welfare-Work Strategy

The Massachusetts' ET Choice program provides extensive career counseling and

planning services. The system is integrated with state Employment Services offices

to provide an assessment of labor market needs, skill requirements and job

placements.

SEIU recommends this model in light of the critical role that the career

counselor plays in helping the client set a path to self-sufficiency. Currently, there

are only limited numbers of professional personnel available to work directly with

recipients and they are frequently overworked, untrained and underpaid. These

people must be given the proper training and be fairly compensated in order to

perform this task. They must have the resources they need to link clients to the

proper source of service.
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3. Longer -Term Chill Development Must be Emphasised Along with Job Placement

High job placement rates should not be the sole measure of program success

Under current job training and WIN programs, agency performance ratings rely on

the number of placements. This leads to 'creaming off" of those individuals most

easy to employ because there is no reward to skill upgrading and job-hunting for

those difficult to place.

Yet, literacy and other educational tools may be more important for long-terra

welfare recipients Nearly 60% of all welfare recipients have not finished high

school. Many teenfige mothers do not return to school leaving them among the most

likely to become long-term welfare recipients. Each welfare recipient should be

given the opportunity to earn at least a high school or an equivalency degree.

Moreover, intensive training programs may temporarily depress job placement

rates, but have a longer-run pay-off. For example, the Manpower Development

Research Corporation found that job search and workfare result in some statistically

significant employment gains. Yet, when you measure potential earnings as well, you

find that the high-intensity services programs (under WIN) have a substantial positive

impact on earnings compared to job search and workfare. This is what is needed to

keep people permanently off the welfare rolls.

4. Adequate Support Systems

A welfare work plan also needs a strong family support structure since the

entire family is affected when the parent leaves home to work, go to school or to

participate in training. The potential loss of health insurance, combined with the

lack of child care and transportation, can rule out work as a rational option.

687
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Access to health care is a difficult problem for the working poor. The

tightened Medicaid eligibility rules make It difficult for the working poor, without

insurance, to qualify for Medicaid. Today, workers and their dependents account for

three-quarters of the 37 million uninsured in this country. The high cost of medical

care for a seriously ill child could easily drive a worker back on the welfare rolls.

We need to provide a transitional pericd of Medicaid coverage for those welfare

recipients who go to work for employers who do not provide health coverage.

In a similar vein, reimbursement for child care expenses is needed both during

training and for a transitional period following employment.. While access to child

care is a concern for all mothers desiring to work, it can be an even greater

problem for low-income women who cannot afford reliable care. In fact, lack of

child care presents one of the most significant barriers to achieving self-sufficiency

for these women. If we are going to encourage welfare mothers to seek jobs, we

must ensure that this vital support service is available to them. Not only is good

child care an important service that enables mothers to work, but it is also

important for the well-being of the children involved.

Over the long haul, the ernment could save money by better supporting the

family unit. The Population Reference Bureau (1987) showed that the potential labor

market participation of women with less than a high school education could increase

by over 23% if affordable child care was found.

S. Work Experience vs. Workfare

Under the WIN program, states have the option to set-up Community Work

Experience Programs (CWEP). These , rograms can require WIN eligibles to work off
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their benefits in a public or non-profit organization.

SEIU oposes workfare as both punitive and counter to making welfare recipients

less dependent. Workfare also seriously jeopardizes the jobs of regular workers. It

is often attractive for an employer to hire workers to whom no wages have to be

paid and then layoff their regular workers. Experience with state programs has

demonstrated that statutory language prohibiting displacement is extremely difficult

to enact and even more difficult to enforce. The punitive effects of a practice that

threatens the jobs of some workers and provides no wages to others far outweigh

any benefits claimed by its supporters.

SEIU does believe in the value of work experience as opposed to workfare.

SEIU supports subsidized employment at wages and benefits equal to those provided

to regular employees. SEIU also supports job search activities as a complement to,

but not in place of, remedial education or training.

Of course, a strategy of intensive training and education is much more costly

and complicated than workfare and job search, and the job placement payoff may not

be as quick. But in the long run, the balk objective of helping welfare recipients

achieve economic independence requires a strong focus on education, skill

development, support services, and placement in unsubsidized jobs.

We also need childcare policies to help the vast majority of working Americans

that are currently left on their own to deal with high prices and poor quality care.
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6. Conclusion

In short, SEIU supports a well- funded voluntary welfare-work strategy that

emphasizes education, training and work. Our nation's future productivity may well

depend on our willingness to make significant investments in human capital for thiz

welfare population.

At the same time, we need to take steps to improve the labor market. This

includes raising the minimum wage stuck at $3.35 since 1981 and requiring all

employers to provide minimum health coverage to their workers. Finally, we also

need childcare policies to help the vast majority of working Americans that are

currently left on their own to deal with high prices and poor quality child care.
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STATE WELFARE INITIATIVES:
MASSACHUSETTS VS. CALIFORNIA

SEIU state and local workers participate in two of the welfare reform programs
most often mentioned as models for federal welfare reform - Massachusetts and
California. Both programs contain common ingredients, but differences in funding
and work requirements produce different outcomes.

SEIU Local 509 members who work in the Massachusetts ET Choices program
support it enthusiastically. They appreciate having a real choice to offer AFDC
recipients. Local 509 feels that the emphasis the state and Governor Dukakis place
on training has reversed the negative attitude towards earlier mandatory programs.
According to Local 509 social workers, ET Choices is successful because it offers
welfare recipients positive alternatives, which encourages them to improve their
skills.

Members of SEIU Local 535 in California are having a different reaction to the
Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) program recently established there. While
this program has positive features, the lack of funding to create affordable child
care slots and of provision for job development combined with the punitive nature of
the program may doom this program's goal to promote self-sufficiency.

MAJOR PROGRAM DIFFERENCES

These programs differ on several key points, such as:

Voluntary vs. Mandatory Program - In Massachusetts, all AFDC recipients with
children over 6 are required to register for the ET Choices program. However,
tty are free to choose whether or not to participate in any of the choices
offered after registering. The voluntary approach has worked well in
Massachusetts. Because Massachusetts' program is voluntary, recipients are not
threateneu by it and are eager to participate. The social workers who operate
the program are enthusiastic, because they feel that they are offering welfare
recipients an opportunity rather than a punishment.

Through ET Choices, over 23,000 people have secured full or part-time jobs and
86% of the people who get off welfare through this program are still off
welfare one year later. All the jobs are unsubsidized and most are in the
private sector.

The California program, on the other hand, is mandatory for recipients with
children over 6. Funding restrictions have put a crunch on jnb training
programs, so many participants end up working in government or private non-
profit workfare jobs.

Support Services - Massachusetts has invested the money in providing support
services to participants in ET Choices. The state provides funding for daycare
during the program and for up to a year after the participant has found a job.
In addition, they provide funds for transportation during the program and
Medicaid coverage for up to IS months for recipients if their employers do not
offer health insurance
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California's support services are much more limited. They provide funds for
child care for only 3 months after the participant has found a job. However,
the program is plagued by a lack of child care slots and transportation -- a
major problem in California was not addressed adequately.

Workfare - Massachusetts' program does not have a 'workfare element. Eighty
percent of its placements are with private sector employers, largely because of
its heavy training investment.

In California, recipients who are unable to find jobs after completing a training
program are required to work in government or non-profit workfare jobs. The
PREP program consists of both short-term (3 months) and long-term (12
months) assignments. In addition to the punitive nature of this type of
program, one of our major concerns is that this can result in the displacement
of regular government workers.

f Funding - ET Choices is one of the top priorities of the state of Massachusetts
and, consequently, it has received considerable funding from the state.
Adequate funding is largely responsible for the overall success of the program.

On the other hand, one of the persistent criticisms of GAIN in California has
been that it is grossly underfunded and will never be able to meet its goals
without significant funding increases.

CALIFORNIA'S GAIN PROGRAM TROUBLES

In California, underfunding, lack of adequate support services and the
mandatory nature of the program, and general lack of planning are threatening the
GAIN program.

In Fresno County, for example, the local schools were unprepared to handle the
large volume of new oarticipants in adult education classes. In addition, initial
provisions for on-the-job training turned into what was essentially a workfare
program because funding was not set-aside for employer reimbursements.

The GAIN program is also muddled in confusion over the contract which the
recipient must sign. The basic contract designed by the state is six pages long and
the process of explaining this form and registering a client can take I 1/2 to 2 1/2
hours. This has added to the amount of staff time needed to administer the program
and reduced participants' understanding of it. The workers who handle the program
are overburdened already and sufficient additional workers were not hired to handle
the increased workload responsibilities.

Child care is another major obstacle. California has a shortage of available
child care and the GAIN program does not allow for sufficient additional resources
from the state to increase child care funding. Another problem is the short three-
month child care support during the transitional period from welfare to work.

t '
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The newness of the GAIN program makes it difficult to judge the success of
the program. However, many critics feel that the program as currently structured
will never be able to provide welfare recipients with the kind of training they need
to get jobs which pay well enough to allow them to support themselves and obtain

child care. Without these types of jobs, they will be ..inable to remain off
welfare.

erall, the positive results of ET Choices le Massachusetts and the initial
problemsls th implementing GAIN In California support SEIU's position that to be
successful, an employment and training program for welfare recipients must be
voluntary, provide adequate support services, Not Include a CWEP component and be
fully funded.
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE VIRGINIA SMITH TO THE
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS.SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION REGARDING WELFARE REFORM
FEBRUARY 27, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to submit a statement
today on the important and timely issue of welfare reform. I am glad
President Reagan has made comprehensive reform of the current welfare
system one of his foremost priorities.

It is no secret the general public's perception of our country's
welfare programs is not favorable. Hundreds of my own constituents in
Nebraska have written to share with me their personal observations of
waste and abuse of welfare dollars. Something is obviously (rite
wrong with a system that encourages dependence, family breavv,
illegitimacy, low educational attainment, and the waste of human
potential.

It is, therefore, incumbent upon this Congress to reform the
current welfare programs so that, while providing help for the truly
needy, those that are perfectly capable of providing for themselves
have the opportunity and impetus to do so.

On January 8 of this year, I introduced legislation, HR 598,
that, I believe, will help accomplish this goal. HR 598 provides that
each Ltate establish a workfare program and requires participation in
that program by able-bodied welfare recipients. My bill exempts from
participation those who are disabled, under age 18, over age 65, work
at least 40 hours per week, or are responsible for the care of a child
two years old or younger.

Under my bill, if anyone collecting welfare and eligible for the
workfare program refuses to accept an employment offer or refuses to
perform qualified employment during any given month, they and anyone
else in their family who receive welfare will not be entitled to
benefits for that month.

HR 598 would save federal and state tax dollars by eliminating
waste and fraud and by exposing those who have no intention of
providing for themselves. It would also benefit those who desire
employment but have nowhere to turn under the current system. Indeed,
I believe most welfare recipients fall into this latter category.

Many states have taken the initiative in this regard by creating
their own workfare programs. And, according to a report by the highly
respected Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, most welfare
recipients not only consider workfare fair, but a boost to self-esteem
and a path to regular employment.

The success of effectively administered demonstration workfare
programs is well documented. In New Jersey, officials have estimated
its workfare program placed 6,927 people in jobs, out of 122,800
families enrolled in the Aid to families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program. This provided a net savings of about $6 million,
money that would have otherwise been paid out in welfare benefits.

Participants in San Diego's workfare program showed a 10%
improvement in employment over program nonparticipants during a 15
month period. Nverage earnings rose 23% over nonparticipants during
the sage period. Even welfare mothers, the group with the most
difficulty in the workforce, showed employment and income gains. The
San Diego program also showed impressive tax dollar savings,
particularly with respect to federal dollars. The Manpower
Demonstration Research Project estimated that reduced AFDC and
Medicaid payments, increased taxes and other budget gains resulted in
an overall federal gain of about $600 par workfare participant in the
15 months of the San Diego program.

Successes achieved by Nebraska's Job Support program will also be
instructive to the welfare reform debate. The Job Support program
provides throe forms of assistance to AFDC recipients aimed at
encouraging them to find permanent employment.
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One aspect of Nebraska's Job Support program embodies a Work
Incentive Demonstration initiative tailored to meet the unique
needs and problems encountered by welfare recipients in our state.
The thrust here is to put the responsibility of finding employment
onto the program participants. To assist in their preparation for
meaningful work, training initiatives are offered. Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA) funding helps pay tuitiwi costs for these
training programs. The Work Incentive Demonstration program in
hebraska also offers referral services to recipients and helps meet
the special needs of those who have personal problems, such as
alcoholism or drug addiction, that hinder their success in the
workplace.

Another important aspect of the Job Support program is the Job
Search initiative. Job Search offers classroom instruction aimed at
helping recipients improve their job hunting skills, including
interviewing skills, and strategies to improve upon the recipient's
self-esteem.

Finally, Nebraska's Job Support program includes a community Work
Experience Program (CWEP). This is, essentially, a workfare program.
Two-parent AFDC households in which neither parent has found
employment within three months are required to participate.

The results from the Job Support program have been impressive.
Currently, 7,200 low incase Nebraskans are required to participate in
Job Support. In fiscal year 1986, 4,685 participants obtained
employment. This success rate offered a projected savings of over $6
pillion in AFDC costs in FY86 alone. This compares very favorably
with total federal and state spending on the Job Support program of $4
million. Since July of 1986, 2,458 additional Nebraskans have found
employment through the Job Support program. This success rate is
uniform across both the rural and urban areas of the state.

Administrators of the Job Support program in Nebraska have found
that the earlier AFDC recipients become involved in the program, the
bottcr the employment prognosis. For this reason, Nebraska asked for
a federal waiver so that woman in the state whose children are age
three years or older are required to participate. The current federal
age limit is six years and older. Women with younger children, of
course, tend to be younger themselves and have been dependent on
welfare for a shorter period of time. For them, the chains of
dependency are more easily broken. Twenty-five percent of those
getting jobs out of the Job Support program come from this waiver
population. Nebraska is currently in the process of requesting a
federal waiver to require participation by those with children six
months or older. Obviously, child care services are provided for all
these participants.

It is quite clear there is nothing inherently punitive or unfair
about requiring welfare recipients to work if able to do so. It is,
of course, important that workfare programs teach marketable skills.
Make-work projects can do little to break the bonds of dependency.
Through effective training of marketable skills, participants can
build a work history to further their chances for permanent
employment. At the same time, taxpayers can save money as the welfare
rolls are trimmed.

Hopefully, this historic 100th Congress will take decisive action
on the issue of welfare reform. I look forward to continuing to offer
my views as this debate continues, and I appreciate the Subcommittees'
consideration of my statement.

Thank you.
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